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MONDAY, MARCH 21, 1960 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SuBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 
or THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 11 a.m., in the commit- 
tee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Walter Rogers (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. : 

Mr. Rocers. The committee will now proceed to action on S. 1892 
and H.R. 7060, by our colleague, Mr. Jarman, to authorize the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to construct, operate, and maintain the Norman 

ject, Oklahoma. 
Pais legislation would authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
construct, operate, and maintain the Norman project in Oklahoma. 
The Norman project is a multiple-purpose development which would 
provide municipal and industrial water for the city of Norman, Mid- 
west City, Del City, and Tinker Air Force Base. In addition to pro- 
viding water for the municipal and industrial use, the development 
would also provide flood control as well as benefits to fish and wild- 
life and recreation. ' 

The cost. of the development, comprising a dam and a reservoir, and 
an aqueduct system, is estimated at $19,042,000. 

The Department. of the Interior submitted its planning report on 
the Norman project to Congress on July 1, 1958, recommending au- 
thorization and construction of the project. The Department sub- 
mitted its report on the legislation on August 11, 1959, recommend- 
ing that the bill with certain clarifying amendments be enacted. 

We have, as stated, the favorable report from the Department of 
the Interior with suggested amendments and the record will reflect 
the two bills, S. 1892 and H.R. 7060 by Mr. Jarman, and will include 
the report from the Department of the Interior. 

(S. 1892, H.R. 7060, the Department report, and by later order 
of the chairman, Mr. Bennett’s letter, are as follows:) 


{H.R. 7060, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, and maintain 
the Norman project, Oklahoma 


. Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Interior is author- 
ized to construct, operate, and maintain the Norman Federal reclamation project, 
Oklahoma, in accordance with the Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 
1902, and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto), except so far as 
those laws are inconsistent with this Act, for the principal purposes of storing, 
regulating and furnishing water for municipal, domestic, and industrial use, and 
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for controlling floods, and, as incidents to the foregoing for the additional pur 
poses of reguiating the flow of the Little River, providing for the preservation and 
propagation of fish and wildlife, and of enhancing recreational Opportunities 
The Norman project shall consist of the following principal works: A reservoj 
on Little River near Norman, Oklahoma, pumping plants, pipelines, and other 
conduits for furnishing water for municipal, domestic, and industrial use. 
Sec. 2. In constructing, operating, and maintaining the Norman project, the 
Secretary shall allocate proper costs thereof in accordance with the methods | 
used in determining the allocations made on pages XI and table 4, page 25, Docu. | 
ment Numbered 420, Eighty-fifth Congress, second session, but with Appropriate | 
adjustments for changes in actual cost of constraction, under the following cop. 
ditions: 


(a) Allocations to tlood control, recreation, and the preservation and propaga 
ae 


returnable. 
(b) Allocations to municipal water supply, including domestie, n anufacturing 
es, 


ipal corporations, or other organizations as defined by section 2 
Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187), and title IIL of the Flood Control Act of 
1958. Such contracts shall be precedent to the commencement of construction of 
any project unit affecting the individual municipalities, and shall provide for 
repayment of construction costs allocated to municipal water supply in not ty 
exceed fifty years from the dates water is lirst delivered for that purpose, and 
payments of said construction costs shall include interest on unamortized bai- 
ances of that allocation at a rate equal to the average rate (which rate shall be 
certified by the Secretary of the Treasury) paid by the United States on jis 
marketable long-term securities outstanding on the date of this Act. and adjusted 
to the nearest one-eighth of 1 per centum: Provided, That the water users’ or. 
ganization be responsible for the disposal and sale of all water surplus to its 
requirements, and that the revenues therefrom shall be used by the organization 
for the retirement of project debt payment, payment of interest, and payment of 
operation and maintenance cost. 

(c) Upon the completion of the payment of the water users’ construction cost 
obligation, together with the interest thereon, the water users shall have a 
permanent right to the use of that portion of the project allocable to municipal 
water supply purposes. 


pursuant to the provisions of this Act without regard to the last sentence of 
subsection (c) of section 9 of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939. 

Sec. 4. The Secretary is authorized to transfer to the project water users the 
eare, operation, and maintenance of the works herein authorized, and, if such 
transfer is made, to deduct from the obligation of the water users, the reasonable 
capitalized equivalent of that portion of the estimated operation and mainte 


Prior to taking over the care, operation, and maintenance of said works, the 
with criteria specified by the Secretary of the Army with resnect to flood control 


operstion and maintenance and replacement cost of furnishing water supply 
to Tinker Air Force Base, as contemplated in the plan of development, shall 
be provided by an appropriate agreement between the Secretary of Defense and 
the water users’ organization. 

Sec. 5. Construction of the Norm#n project herein authorized may be under 
taken in such units or stages as in the ovinion of the Secretary best serves the 
project requirements and the relative needs for water of the several municipal 
users. Repayment contracts negotiated in connection with each unit or stage 
of construction shall be subject to the terms and conditions of section 2 of this 
Act. 

See. 6. The Secretary may, unen conclusion of a sniteble svreement with any 
qualified agency of the State of Oklahoma or a political subdivision thereof for 
assrmntion of the administration, oneration. and maintenance thererf at the 
earliest precticable dete, construct or permit the construction of public park 
and recreational fecilities on lands owned by the United States adiacent to the 
reservoirs of the Norman project, when such use is determined by the Secretary 
not to be contrary to the public interest, all under such rules and regulations 


tion of fish and wildlife and water supply for Tinker Air Force Base shall be non- 


and industrial uses, with the exception of that for Tinker Air Force Base, shall be 
repayable to the United States by the water users through contracts with munic | 


2, Reclamation | 


TS RT 


Sec. 3. Contracts may be entered into with the water users’ organization | 


nance cost of the undertaking which, if the United States continues to operate | 
the project, would be allocated to flood control and fish and wildlife purposes. | 


water users’ organization shall obligate itself to operate them in accordance | 


and the Secretary of the Interior with respect to fish and wildlife. Provided that | 
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s the Secretary may prescribe. No recreational use of any area to which this 
section applies shall be permitted which is inconsistent with the laws of the 
State of Ukiuhoma for the protection of fish anu game and the protect.on of 
the public health, safety, and welfare. The Federal costs of constructing the 
facilities authorized by this section shall be limited to the nonreimbursable 
ts of the Norman project for recreation, as set forth in House Document 
Numbered 420, Kighty-fifth Congress, second session. ; 
Sec. 7. Expenditures for the Norman Reservoir may be made without regard 
to the soil survey and land classification requirements of the Interior Depart- 
ment Appropriation Act, 1954 (43 U.S.C. 390a). ; 
gec. 8. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
required to carry out the purposes of this Act. 


[S. 1892, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


AN ACT To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, and maintain 
the Norman project, Oklahoma, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Interior is author- 
jzed to construct, operate, and maintain the Norman Federal reclamation project, 
Oklahoma, in accordance with the Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 
1902, and Acts amendatory thereof or supplemental thereto), except so far as 
those laws are inconsistent with this Act, for the principal purposes of storing, 
regulating, and furnishing water for municipal, domestic, and industrial use, and 
for controlling floods, and, as incidents to the foregoing for the additional pur- 

of regulating the flow of the Little River, providing for the conservation 
and development of fish and wildlife, and of enhancing recreational opportuni- 
ties. The Norman project shall consist of the following principal work: A res- 
ervoir on Little River near Norman, Oklahoma, pumping plants, pipelines, and 
other conduits for furnishing water for municipal, domestic, and industrial use. 

The Secretary may enter into suitable contracts with municipal organizations, 
or other organizations as defined in section 2, Reclamation Project Act of 1939 
(38 Stat. 1187), to undertake with non-Federal financing the construction of 
pumping plants, pipelines, and other conduits, or of any of such works, for 
furnishing water for municipal, domestic, and industrial use, and to advance 
to such organizations during the construction period funds to cover an appro- 
priate share of the costs thereof attributable to furnishing water to Tinker Air 
Force Base. 

Sec. 2. In constructing, operating, and maintaining the Norman project, the 
Secretary shall allocate proper costs thereof in accordance with the following 
conditions : 

(a) Allocations to flood control, recreation, and the conservation and de 
velopment of fish and wildlife and water supply for Tinker Air Force Base shall 
benonreturnable. 

(b) Allocations to municipal water supply, including domestic, manufac- 
turing, and industrial uses, with the exception of that for Tinker Air Force 
Base, shall be repayable to the United States by the water users through econ- 
tracts with municipal corporations, or other organizations as defined bv section 
2, Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187), and title III of the Flood 
Control Act of 1958 under the provisions of the Federal reclamation laws, 
and to the extent appropriate, under the Water Supply Act of 1958. Such con- 
tracts shall be precedent to the commencement of construction of any project 
unit affecting the individual municipalities, and shall provide for repayment of 
construction costs allocated to municipal water supply in not to exceed fifty 
years from the date water is first delivered for that purpose, and notwithstand- 
ing the provisions in the Water Supply Act of 1958 relating to the rate of 
interest, payments of said construction cost shall include interest on unamortized 
balances of that allocation at a rate equal to the average rate (which rate shall 
be certified by the Secretary of the Tressury) paid by the United States on its 
marketable long-term securities outstanding on the date of this Act and adjusted 
to the nearest one-eighth of 1 per centum: Provided, That the water users’ 
organization be responsible for the disposal and sale of all water surplus to 
its requirements, and that the revenues therefrom shall be used by the org»niza- 
tion for the retirement of project debt payment, payment of interest, and pay- 
ment of operation and maintenance cost. 
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(c) Upon the completion of the payment of the water users’ constructig 
cost obligation, together with the interest thereon, the water users shall hon 
a permanent right to the use of that portion of the project allocable to municipal 
water supply purposes. 

Sec. 3. Contracts may be entered into with the water users’ organization pur- 
suant to the provisions of this Act without regard to the last sentence of sub- 
section (c) of section 9 of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939. 

Sec. 4. The Secretary is authorized to transfer to the project water users the 
care, operation, and maintenance of the works herein authorized, and, if such 
transfer is made, to deduct from the obligation of the water users the reason- 
able capitalized equivalent of that portion of the estimated operation and maip. 
tenance cost of the undertaking which, if the United States continues to operate 
the project, would be allocated to flood control and fish and wildlife purposes 
Prior to taking over the care, operation, and maintenance of said works, the 
water users’ organization shall obligate itself to operate them in accordance 
with criteria specified by the Secretary of the Army with respect to flood 
control and the Secretary of the Interior with respect to fish and wildlife: 
Provided, That operation and maintenance and replacement cost of furnishing 
water supply to Tinker Air Force Base, as contemplated in the plan of develop- 
ment, shall be provided by an appropriate agreement between the Secretary of 
Defense and the water users’ organization. 

Sec. 5. Construction of the Norman project herein authorized may be under- 
taken in such units or stages as in the opinion of the Secretary best serves the 
project requirements and the relative needs for water of the several municipal 
users. Repayment contracts negotiated in connection with each unit or stage 
of construction shall be subject to the terms and conditions of section 2 
of this Act. 

Sec. 6. The Secretary may, upon conclusion of a suitable agreement with any 
qualified agency of the State of Oklahoma or a political subdivision thereof for 
assumption of the administration, operation, and maintenance thereof at the 
earliest practicable date, construct or permit the construction of public park and 
recreational facilities on lands owned by the United States adjacent to the 
reservoirs of the Norman project, when such use is determined by the Secretary 
not to be contrary to the public interest, all under such rules and regulations 
as the Secretary may prescribe. No recreational use of any area to which this 
section applies shall be permitted which is inconsistent with the laws of the 
State of Oklahoma for the protection of fish and game and the protection of 
the public health, safety, and welfare. The Federal costs of constructing the 
facilities authorized by this section shall be limited to the nonreimbursable 
eosts of the Norman project for minimum basic recreational facilities as deter. 
mined by the Secretary. 

Sec. 7. Expenditures for the Norman Reservoir may be made without regard 
to the soil survey and land classification requirements of the Interior Depart- 
ment Appropriation Act, 1954 (43 U.S.C. 390a). 

Sec. 8. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may 
be required to carry out the purposes of this Act. 

Sec. 9. The second sentence of section 5(f) of the Act entitled “An Act to 
authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, and maintain the 
Colorado River storage project and participating projects, and for other pur- 
poses”, approved April 11, 1956 (70 Stat. 109) is amended to read as follows: 
“Such interest rate shall not exceed the average rate of interest, computed as 
of the end of the calendar month next preceding the date on which such advance 
is made, borne by all outstanding interest-bearing marketable public debt obli- 
gations of the United States which mature fifteen or more years from the date 
of their issuance, and by adjusting such average rate of interest to the nearest 
one-eighth of 1 per centum.” 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., August 11, 1959. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, ;' 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. ASPINALL: This responds to your request for the views of this De- 

rtment on H.R. 7060, a bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to con- 
struct, operate, and maintain the Norman project, Oklahoma. : 

We recommend that the bill be enacted and that it be amended in the manner 
hereinafter proposed. i 

The proposed multiple-purpose Norman project would be located in central 
Oklahoma in and adjoining the Little River Basin in Cleveland and Oklahoma 
Counties. Our planning report on the project was submitted to the President 
of the Senate and Speaker of the House of Representatives on July 1, 1958, 
and was printed as House Document No. 420, 85th Congress. This report was 
pased upon studies which were completed in 1954. 

Norman, Midwest City, Del City, Okla., and Tinker Air Force Base now de- 
rive their water by ground-water pumping. Their water requirements are con- 
tinuing to grow and forecasts of future requirements indicate that continued 
reliance upon ground water alone will resuit in serious difficulties unless some 
such development as the proposed Norman project is built. 

Our planning report proposed a Norman Reservoir with a conservation stor- 
age capacity of 107,300 acre-feet, which it was believed would furnish adequate 
water to meet the estimated requirements of the three project municipalities 
and the military installation through the year 2010. 

Norman Reservoir would also provide flood control benefits through control- 
ling all floods of record at the damsite, thus protecting valuable farmland and 
property. There would be minor flood benefits in the Canadian River Basin 
downstream from the mouth of the Little River. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has found that the existing stream fishery 
of low value would be replaced by a good reservoir fishing opportunity. Re 
sponsibility for the conservation and development of fish and wildlife values 
will rest with the Oklahoma Game and Fish Department in cooperation with 
the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Since almost one-fourth of the State’s population lives within 50 miles of the 
Norman Reservoir site, the project could provide recreavional opportunities for 
a population concentration which is currently without adequate facilities of the 
nature which the project would make available. The project plan proposes 
Federal construction of those minimum basic facilities required for the protec- 
tion of the health and safety of the visiting public. Additional recreational 
facilities, not appropriate for Federal construction, would be provided by local 
interests. 

The cost of construction of Norman Cam and Reservoir, pumping plants, and 
pipelines, on the basis of May 1954 prices, with interest during construction, was 
estimated at about $15 million. Our planning report proposed that the Federal 
Government undertake the construction of the dam and reservoir and related 
minimum basis recreation facilities at a cost of $8,336,000, and the Federal par- 
ticipation in the costs of construction of pumping plants and pipelines to the 
extent of about $892,000, which represented a pro rata share of the cost of the 
aqueduct system to serve the Tinker Air Force Base. Local interests would 
build the necessary pumping plants, pipelines, and additional recreation facili- 
ties. 

The project cities expressed a strong preference for Federal construction of 
the aqueduct system as well as the dam and reservoir at the time the report was 
prepared, but indicated their willingness, if necessary, to build the pipelines and 
pumping facilities and the water treatment works. 

The proposed plan of development was found to have engineering feasibility 
and to be economically justified. On 50-year and 100-year periods of analysis, 
the respective benefit-cost ratios were found to be about 1.7 and 1.8 to 1. 

Because the report was based on studies which were completed in 1954, the 
Bureau of Reclamation has recently completed a reappraisal of the proposed 
Norman project, taking into account the effect of the severe drought of 1951-57 
on the estimated firm reservoir yield, significant increases in land acquisition 
and relocation costs, general increases in construction costs, all-Federal as well 
as joint development, and other factors which will affect the project plan. 
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As the effect of the recent drought was to decrease significantly the firn 
yield of Norman Reservoir as previously reported, the reappraisal involved 
studies of Norman Reservoir with the original conservation storage -apacity of 
107,300 acre-feet and with 140,900 acre-feet of conservation storage capacity 
Hither reservoir, operated in conjunction with occasional use of existing ground 
water pumping facilities, could meet the project requirements for 50 years, 
The larger reservoir, which will increase the annual firm yield about 29 per. 
cent at an increase in cost of about $1,140,000, is now favored for the Project 
plan. Increasing the annual firm yield will reduce the quantity and frequency 
of ground water pumping. In addition, arrangements may be concluded between 
the Central Oklahoma Water Users’ Association and Oklahoma City for the ¢ 
to purchase the entire yield of the reservoir surplus to project needs. 
Based on October 1958 prices, the cost of constructing the project is now esti- 
mated at $19,042,000. The Federal cost under joint development would amount 
to about $12,920,000, consisting of $11,511,000 for Norman Dam and Reservoir, 
$315,000 for minimum basic recreational facilities, and $1,094,000 for that portion 
of the cost of the aqueduct system which would be allocable to furnishing water 
to Tinker Air Force Base. The remaining cost of the aqueduct system, which 
would be constructed by the project water users under joint development, or 
by the Federal Government under the all-Federal plan, would amount. to 
$6,122,000. In either case, local interests would build and pay for the necessary 
water treatment works at an estimated cost of $3,227,000. : 
The Federal costs of the Norman project have been allocated as follows: 


ity 





Constr“e- Interest | 
Purpose tion cost d‘ring Total 
construction 





Municipal and ind"strial water supply: 
Joint develonment $6, 970, 000 $274, 000 


MSPS EaPOREseTeanensousnengusEnenaeeers $7, 244, 000 

ree eens MUON oo sce ccoecdece enc otuncce 13, 092, 009 416,00 13, 58,000 
Flood control. ____ debts ie thie bad tabi ds basi eeest ci eins oo 3, 275, 090 129,0%” 3, 494, 000 
Fish and wildlife....._.__. ll aE aevsmniaiete 2, 36), 090 91, 000 2, 451, 000 
nn pubat aime aca dmiaanwe eras canal 315, 000 0 315, 000 








Annual benefits from all purposes would exceed the annual economic costs in 
the ratio of over 2 to 1 for either plan and for either a 100-year or 50-year period 
of analysis. 

Under the terms of H.R. 7060, the municipalities would be required to enter 
into contracts, prior to construction, for repayment with interest of the capital 
costs of the project works allocated to municipal water supply. Allocations of 
costs to flood control, recreation, conservation and development of fish and wild- 
life, and water supply for Tinker Air Force Base would be nonreimbursable and 
nonreturnable. The disposal and sale of surplus water would be the responsi- 
bility of the water users’ organization representing the municipalities, and the 
revenues from such disposal and sale would be required to be used for retirement 
of the capital cost repayment obligation, payment of interest thereon, and pay- 
ment of operation and maintenance costs. The bill further provides that upon 
completion of payment of the amount of the capital costs allocated to municipal 
and industrial water supply, with interest, the municipalities would have a per- 
manent right to the use of that portion of the project works allocated to municipal 
water supply purposes. The cities’ repayment obligation under the joint develop- 
ment plan would be $4,851,009 and under the all-Federal plan, $11,115,100, which 
would be repaid with interest within 50 years, as the bill provides. This obliga- 
tion would be reduced by $374,409 to compensate the cities for the capitalized 
value of operation, maintenance and replacement costs allocated to nonreimburs- 
able purposes. 

After considering the changes in circumstances, this Department still favors 
joint development if this can be accomplished within the bonding authority of 
the project cities and would not impose an undue burden upon them. Whether 
or not joint development can be accomplished may well depend upon the arrange- 
ments that can be worked out with Oklahoma City. The provisions of the bill 
would provide authority for Federal construction of all Norman project facilities. 
To make it possible for this Department to attempt to work out a construction 
program of joint development or all-Federal development, whichever may be de- 
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termined to be the more feasible, we recommend that the bill be amended by 
adding at the end of section 1, in line 7, page 2, a new sentence reading as follows : 
wpe Secretary may enter into suitable contracts with municipal organizations, 
or other organizations as defined in section 2, Reclamation Project Act of 1939 
(3g Stat. 1187), to undertake with non-Federal financing construction of pumping 
plants, pipelines, and other conduits, or of any of such works, for furnishing 
water for municipal, domestic, and industrial use, and to advance to such organi- 
gations during the construction period funds to cover an appropriate share of 
the costs thereof attributable to furnishing water to Tinker Air Force Base. 

In order to avoid possible ambiguities and conform the provisions of the bill 

resent policies, we recommend the following amendments : 

1, Delete all language appearing in lines 10 through 14, inclusive, on page 2 
and substitute therefor the words “thereof in accordance with the following 
conditions :”. ; : : 

The separable costs-remaining benefits method of cost allocation was used in 
the economic analysis in our project planning report which was published as 
House Document 420, 85th Congress. The Federal agencies concerned with 
water resources development projects, including the Bureau of Reclamation of 
this Department, have agreed upon the use of this method. However, some 
minor changes in the application of the method have been adopted since the 
Norman project planning report was prepared and we believe it would be unde- 
sirable to have language in the authorizing legislation which might throw some 
doubt on the use of the latest procedures, costs, or price bases. 

9. In line 24, page 2, delete the words “and title III of the Flood Control Act 
of 1958” and substitute therefor the words “under the provisions of the Federal 
reclamation laws and, to the extent appropriate, under the Water Supply Act of 
1958”. 

The substitute language we propose will make clear that contracts for fur- 
nishing municipal water may be made under either or both of the two authori- 
ties cited and avoid the possibility that the references are only for purposes of 
defining the organiaztions with which contracts may be made. It will also 
make a technical correction in referring to the Water Supply Act of 1958 by its 
statutory title. Whether or not contracts will be entered into under the author- 
ity of this latter Act will depend, it now seems, upon the outcome of negotia- 
tions with Oklahoma City for the sale to it of surplus water. 

8. In line 5, page 3, after the word “and” add a comma and the phrase “not- 
withstanding the provision in the Water Supply Act of 1958 relating to the rate 
of interest,”. 

The provision in section 2(b) of the bill relating to the computation of the 
rate of interest varies slightly from that which appears in the Water Supply 
Act of 1958. Since contracts for the sale of water may be made under both the 
Federal reclamation laws, utilizing the interest rate formula specified in the 
bill, and the Water Supply Act of 1958, an element of confusion would be 
avoided if the same interest rate formu'a is used, as our proposed amendment 
would provide. Of the two formulas, that which is specified in the bill is, in 
our judgment, preferable since the rate of interest would be fixed prior to con- 
tract negotiations and it could be adjusted to the nearest one-eighth of 1 percent. 

4. Delete all Janguage appearing in lines 17 and 18, page 5, and substitute 
therefor the words “Norman project for minimum basic recreational facilities 
as determined by the Secretary.” 

As is indicated heretofore the cost allocations and cost estimates appearing in 
our project planning report are based upon May 1954 prices. Since that time 
there has been a general rise in price levels so that the minimum basic recrea- 
tional facilities which it is contemplated would be constructed by the Federal 
Government would cost more than indicated in House Document 420, 85th 
Congress. 

5. In lines 1 and 2 and in line 16, page 2, substitute the words “conservation 
and development” for the words “preservation and propagation”. 

This minor technical amendment will conform the language of the bill to the 
provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended, 
16 U.S.C., sec. 66, et seq.). 

There are enclosed statements as to additional funds and personnel require- 
ments for the Norman project under both plans of development, as required 
by Public Law 801, 84th Congress. 
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The Bureau of the Budget has advised that, while there would be no ob pstimate 
tion to the submission of such report as we deem appropriate, it WOUId recon re 
mend against enactment of H.R. 7060 unless amended (1) to limit Federal 

ticipation by the Department of the Interior in the project to the construc, 
of the dam and reservoir, (2) to provide for a reallocation of cost With reg > 
to fish and wildlife and recreatiton, as recommended in its letter of Septeme 
10, 1957, with respect to the project planning report, and (3) to Provide fy 
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wt U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SOLIiciror, 
Washington, D.C., March 28, 1958. 
To: Commissioner of Reclamation. 
3 From: Solicitor. 
Subject: Authorization for Bureau of Reclamation to investigate Pleasant Valley 
development. 


This is in response to your request for a statement of the authority for the 
» | Bureau of Reclamation to complete its investigation of a multi-purpose de- 

=== | velopment at the Pleasant Valley site on the Snake River. This request is 

$210, 009 prompted, we understand, by questions raised during the House appropriation 

3, 210, 000 hearings now in progress. 

: The question is raised on the assmption that the Pleasant Valley development 

is not in itself an irrigation project. 

It shoud be emphasized at the outset that the Pleasant Valley development, 
for which the additional investigation funds are being requested, has not been 
conceived as an isolated development. Pleasant Valley is more appropriately 
considered not in isolation but as one unit of a complex of developments for the 
middle Snake area which together would result in the achievement of multiple 
purposes including, among others, irrigation, flood control, navigation, power, fish. 
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and wildlife, and municipal and industrial water. Neither the Congress 
Secretaries of the luterior in administering the reclamation laws have ever 

Siuer each inauividual unit under investigution by the Bureau of Reclamase 
must itseif include irrigation as a physical, functional purpose. Noy 

Perhaps the most teiling example of the interrelatiousuip of individua) 
serving sepalate purposes as a part of an overall reclamation development 
the Missouri River Basin project which was authorized by the Cougress in l 
Flood Control Act of 1944. ‘this authorization followed several years of rt 
tigation by the Bureau of Reclamation financed from funds appropriate b = 
Congress for reclamation investigations in much the same manner as fundege 
now being sought to complete the investigation of the Pleasant Valle : 
opment. ¥ deve. 

And, of course, the inclusion in projects of power development, the sy | 
revenues from which serve to assist the water users in the payout of irrigate 
costs has long been regarded as an integral part of irrigation development: : 
sec. 5, act of April 16, 1906 (34 Stat. 117). ree, 

However, even regarding Pleasant Valley as an isolated project and 
considering its relationship to future potential irrigation development there ig 
in my view, no question as to the authority to investigate such a project. The 
question of the authority of the Bureau of Reclamation to investigate Works 
that in themselves are not directly related to irrigation has whenever it has 
arisen been resolved affirmatively. 

The question arises no aoubt by reason of the use of the term “irrigation” jp 
the original Reclamation Act of 1902. As the concept of resource development 
has evolved over the years from single purpose to mu tiple purpose, the Congresg 
has consistently recognized, both through the process of appropriating funds 
and through direct legislative enactment that the Bureau of Reclamation unde 
the Federal reclamation laws was an appropriate agency to accomplish resoure 
developments of a multiple-purpose character. 

For example, the investigations which led to the authorization and construe. 
tion of Hoover Dam on the lower Colorado River, the first of the really gigantic 
multiple-purpose projects, were conducted by the Bureau of Reclamation in part 
under a specific act of Congress (act of May 18, 1920, 41 Stat. 600) authorizing 
an investigation of plans for irrigation development in the Imperial Valley and 
at a time when the basic authorizing legislation for Bureau of Reclamation ip. 
vestigations still remained section 2 of the act of June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 388), 
with its reference to “irrigation works” and “irrigation projects.” 

By section 9 of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187), the Con- 
gress codified in statutory form the concept of multiple-purpose development 
which bad gradually evolved legislatively and administratively in the precei- 
ing 37 years since passage of the original reclamation act. For intermediate 
ex°mples of legislative recognition of the concept of multiple-purpose projects 
under the Bureau of Reclamstion prior to enactment of the 1939 act, see the 
ect of August 29, 1985 (49 Stet. 1028, 1039), authorizing Grand Coulee and 
Parker Dams, the latter, like Pleasant Valley having no functional irrigation 
purposes, and the act of August 20, 1937 (50 Stat. 850), reauthorizing the Cen- 
tral Valley project. 

Section 9 of the 1939 act, as amended by the act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat 
1089), m*kes provision for the administrative suthorizstion (without further 
congressional action) of projects, parts of projects, and individual units ‘em- 
bracing one or more of the following purposes: Irrigation, flood control, naviga- 
tion. nower, fish and wildlife, and municipal water supply or other miscellaneous 
purrnses, 

Within a few years after the passage of the 1939 act, the Secretary, under 
the administrative authorization process established in section 9 of the act, 
authorized the construction of Davis Dam on the lower Colorado River, all of 
the costs of which were allocated by the Secretary to commercial power. (See 
H. Doe. 186, 77th Cong.). A point of order was raised in Congress against the 
first reanest for funds for Davis Dem. In ruling on that point of order, the 
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole House said (87 Congressional Record 
4047) : “The Chair has examined section 9 of the Reclemation Act, approved At 
gust 4, 1939, which annears to be adequate authority for the Secretary of the 
Interior to recommend the project here in question.” 

It is clear from an examination of the Ipngusge of section 9(a) of the 1939 
act, as amended by the act of August 14, 1946, thot irrigation, power, municipal 
woter sunnly or other miscellaneous purposes as well as flood control and nav- 
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be any question that this language covers a construction of a single-purpose 

ect for irrigation there can be equally little question that it would cover a 
pro that embraced other purposes but did not include as a part of its 
physical function the function of irrigation. In addition to the Davis Dam 

to which reference has been made above, there are other instances of 
administrative authorization of nonirrigation facilities under the procedure of 
the 1939 act. For example, the Alcova powerplant (Bureau of Reclamation 
Project Feasibilities and Authorizations, GPO, 1957 ed. pp. 506-510) and the 
additional generating capacity at Grand Coulee Dam (H. Doe. 64, 81st Cong.). 

The most recent confirmation from a congressional source of the conclusion 
that reclamation activities may embrace projects which themselves do not 
include irrigation functional features is to be found in House Report 664, 85th 

lst session. This is the report of the House Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, reporting out H.R. 2147, a bill to authorize the San Angelo 
Federal reclamation project, which was enacted as Public Law 85-152. The 
committee stated, at page 5 of its report, in speaking of section 9 of the Re- 
damation Act of 1939, that: 

“It does not distinguish between single-purpose projects and multipurpose 
projects and does not specify what proportion, if any, of the project must be 
devoted to irrigation. The first project authorized for construction under this 
act was the Bullshead project (now Davis Dam). Its entire cost was assigned 
to be returned from power revenues. In ruling on a point of order, the Chair- 
man of the Committee of the Whole House said of this project : 

“‘The Chair has examined section 9 of the Reclamation Act, approved August 
4, 1989, which appears to be adequate authority for the Secretary of the Interior 
to recommend the project here in question (87 Congressionai Record 4047).’ 

“Section 1 of the [San Angelo] bill also designates flood control, the pro- 
vision of fish and wildlife benefits, recreation, and silt control as purposes of 
the project. Flood control is recognized in section 9, subsections (a) and (b), 
of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 as a proper subject for consideration in 
connection with projects for other purposes under that act. The preservation 
and propagation of fish and wildlife is covered by the proviso to section 2 of the 
act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080). Recreation has become virtually a 
standard ingredient in reclamation project authorization acts. (See, for recent 
instances, the acts of August 12, 1955, 69 Stat. 719 (Trinity River division) ; 
February 25, 1955, 70 Stat. 28 (Washita project) ; April 11, 1956, 70 Stat. 105 
(Colorado River storage project) ; June 4, 1956, 70 Stat. 244 (Wapinitia project) ; 
August 1, 1956, 70 Stat. 775 (Washoe project); August 6, 1956, 70 Stat. 1058 
(Crooked River project) ; and August 6, 1956, 70 Stat. 1059 (Little Wood River 
project)). Mention of silt control in authorizing legislation as a project purpose 
is comparatively rare but is not unprecedented; see the acts of August 29, 1949 
(63 Stat. 677) and December 29, 1950 (64 Stat. 1124) authorizing the Weber 
Basin and Canadian River projects. It is, in any event, factually true that 
the present project will assist in silt control.” 

It has been suggested that by reason of the provisions of section 2 of the 
Flood Control Act of 1944, reading in part “* * * hereafter Federal investiga- 
tions and improvements of rivers and other waterways for flood control and 
allied purposes shall be under the Jurisdiction of and shall be prosecuted by the 
War Department * * *”; the Bureau of Reclamation is precluded from com- 
pleting the investigation of Pleasant Valley since one of the purposes under 
investigation is flood control. 

In the context of section 2 from which the foregoing excerpt is taken, it is 
clear that this language was not intended to bar the Bureau of Reclamation 
from continuing to investigate and construct multiple-purpose reservoir pro- 
jects which include flood control among their purposes, a field in which the 
Bureau had been active for years and was engaged in at the time of the passage 
of the 1944 act. It was designed, rather, to bar the Department of Agriculture 
from entering on to the construction of main stream river improvements includ- 
ing storage works. The complete text of section 2 is as follows: The above 
quoted portion is emphasized in context: 

“Sec, 2. That the words ‘flood control’ as used in section 1 of the Act of 
June 22, 1936, shall be construed to include channel and major drainage improve- 
ments, and that hereafter Federal investigations and improvements of rivers and 
other waterways for flood control and allicd purposes shall be under the juris- 
diction of and shall be prosecuted by the War Department under the direction 
of the Secretary of War and supervision of the Chief of Engineers, and Federal 
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investigations of watersheds and measures for run-off and water-flow retardation 
and soil-erosion prevention on watersheds shall be under the Jurisdiction of and 
shall be prosecuted by the Department of Agriculture under the direction of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, except as otherwise provided by Act of Congress.” 

The relationship of the emphasized portion to the balance of the sentence jn 
which it is located demonstrates conclusively that the purpose of the Congress 
was to establish and differentiate between the relative roles of the War Depart- 
ment and the Department of Agriculture in water resource development. — It 
was to distinguish on the one hand between activities on or closely related to 
streams themselves, which were by that provision denominated “flood contro)” 
and placed under the jurisdiction of the War Department, and off stream 
activities such as investigations of watersheds, measures for runoff, waterflow 
retardation, and soil erosion which were to be under the jurisdiction of the 
Department of Agriculture. The section has no relationship to the activities 
of the Department of the Interior. That this is so is, I believe, made even 
élearer by the fact that in section 9 of the same act, the Congress authorized 
the Bureau of Reclamation to undertake its portion of the multiple-purpose 
Missouri River Basin development which portion includes flood control as one 
of the purposes to be served. 

Moreover, since 1944 the Congress has appropriated large sums for investj- 
gational work by the Bureau of Reclamation which has covered potential proj- 
ects providing flood control as well as other purposes, a fact of which the 
Congress has been aware annually in the appropriation presentations. 

It is worth noting, also, in considering the intention of the Congress that the 
annual appropriations act providing funds for Bureau of Reclamation investi- 
gations state that such funds are available, “for engineering and economic 
investigations of proposed Federal reclamation projects and studies of water 
conservation and development plans”; for example, see title II of the Public 
Works Appropriation Act, 1958. The phraseology here used is much broader 
than that which would be employed were it the intent of the Congress to confine 
the Bureau of Reclamation to works which do not include flood control. In 
addition, and as above noted, the Pleasant Valley development is not, in any 
event, a single-purpose flood control structure. Functionally it will serve the 
multiple purposes of flood control, power, navigation, and fish and wildlife. 

Finally, even if it might have been possible, in 1944, to read section 2 of the 
1944 act as ousting the Department of the Interior from all investigations 
touching upon flood control, a reading I could not have concurred in for reasons 
above stated, the fact is that the statute has not been so read either adminis- 
tratively by the Interior Department (or for that matter by the Corps of Engi- 
neers) or by the Congress in appropriating funds and authorizing projects. 
That long-standing construction must be regarded as controlling. (Brown vy. 
United States, 113 U.S. 568; Logan vy. Davis, 233 U.S. 613: United States v. 
Jackson, 280 U.S. 183: United States v. Chicago, North Shore Raidroad Co., 
288 U.S. 1). Particularly is that construction to be regarded as controlling 
when the Congress itself has concurred in such construction through its legis- 
lative and appropriative processes. 

For the foregoing reasons I am satisfied that the appropriation of funds to 
finance the completion of the Pleasant Valley investigation is clearly authorized 
by existing law. 


ELMER F. BENNETT, Solicitor. 





U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 


Washington, D.C., February 15, 1950. 
To: Commissioner. 


From: Chief Counsel. 
Subject: Authority of Secretary under Reclamation Project Act of 1939 to 
make finding of feasibility on single-purpose power project. 

I am advised by Mr. Tomlinson, Assistant Director of the Branch of Project 
Planning, that question was raised by representatives of the Bureau of the 
Budget at a conference on February 6 concerning the authority of the Bureau 
of Reclamation, acting pursuant to the Reclamation Project Act of 19389, to 
construct works solely for the production and transmission of power and the 
authority of the Secretary to authorize such an undertaking by a finding of 
feasibility under that act. This question was raised in connection with review 
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the Bureau of the Budget of the Secretary’s report on the Alcova power- 
plant and appurtenant facilities, Kendrick project. The representatives of the 
Bureau of the Budget have requested, I am told, a legal opinion concerning 

: r. 
ag a of the Reclamation Project Act of 1989 reads, in part, as follows : 

“No expenditures for the construction of any new project, new division of a 
project, or new supplemental works on a project shall be made, nor shall es- 
timates be submitted therefor, by the Secretary until after he has made an 
investigation thereof and has submitted to the President and to the Congress 
his report and findings on— ti ‘ 

“(1) the engineering feasibility of the proposed construction ; 
“(2) the estimated cost of the proposed construction ; 
“(3) the part of the estimated cost which can properly be allocated to 
irrigation and probably be repaid by the water users ; 
“(4) the part of the estimated cost which can properly be allocated to 
power and probably be returned to the United States in net power revenues ; 
“(5) the part of the estimated cost which can properly be allocated to 
municipal water supply or other miscellaneous purposes and probably be 
returned to the United States. 
“If the propsed construction is found by the Secretary to have engineering 
feasibility and if the repayable and returnable allocations to irrigation, power, 
and municipal water supply or other miscellaneous purposes found by the Secre- 
tary to be proper, together with any allocation to flood control or navigation 
made under subsection (b) of this section, equal the total estimated cost of 
construction as determined by the Secretary, then the new project, new division 
of a project, or supplemental works on a project, covered by his findings, shall 
be deemed authorized and may be undertaken by the Secretary.” 

It is clear from this that irrigation, power, and “municipal water supply or 
other miscellaneous purposes” 'stand on a’ par with each other. ‘Since there 
never has been, and could not well be, any question that this language covers 
the construction of a single-purpose undertaking for irrigation, there can be 
equally little question that it covers a single-purpose undertaking for power. 
To hold otherwise, would, in effect, be to hold that the 1939 act authorizes the 
construction of nothing but multiple-purpose projects. 

The construction of the statute set out in the preceding paragraph and adopted 
in the Aleova powerplant report has been acted on by the Department and by the 
Bureau of the Budget in several instances. Two examples are the findings of 
feasibility pursuant to which Davis Dam is being constructed (see H. Doe. 186, 
Tith Cong.) and additional generating capacity is being installed at Grand 
Coulee Dam (see H. Doc. 64, S8lst Cong.). It is worth note, also, that in 
ruling on a point of order raised against the initial appropriation for Davis Dam 
while that appropriation item was under consideration on the floor of the 
House, the Chairman of the Committee of the Whole House said (87 Cong. 
Rec. 4047) : 

“The Chair has examined section 9 of the Reclamation Act, approved August 
4, 1939, which appears to be adequate authority for the Secretary of the Interior 
to recommend the project here in question.” 

Question has also been raised, I understand, by the Bureau of the Budget on 
whether the Alcova powerplant is, in fact, a pure power project or whether it 
should not be considered a work “for irrigation and purposes incidental thereto.” 
This question arises, I understand, in connection with section 1(c) of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 887), which provides that the Secretary, “in 
making investigations of and reports on works for irrigation and purposes 
incidental thereto,” shall be governed by the same rules with respect to 
submission of those reports to the Secretary of the Army and other States 
that govern the Secretary of the Army with respect to reports on navigation 
and flood control works. Examination of the Secretary's report on the Alcova 
powerplant and the underlying documents convinces me that it is, indeed, a 
purely commercial power undertaking and that it was, therefore, not required 
by section 1(c) of the act cited above to be submitted to the Secretary of the 
Army and the States. 

CLIFFORD B. Frx. 
53364—60——_2 
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Mr. Rogers. The witnesses scheduled to appear this morning are 
the Honorable Ed Edmondson, John Jarman, Carl Albert, Tom Steed 
Page Belcher, and Toby Morris. . 

I believe Mr. Edmondson, who is a member of this committee, js 
scheduled to appear first. Is he present ? ; 

If not, without objection he will be permitted to insert his statement 
at this point in the record and the Chair will now recognize the 
Honorable John Jarman of Oklahoma, the author of H.R. 7060, 

Mr. AspINAL. Before Mr. Jarman comes to the witness table, Mr, 
Chairman, I have a memorandum under date of March 28, 1958, signed 
by Elmer F. Bennett, solicitor, addressed to the Commissioner of 
Reclamation, which holds that a reclamation project, which is not of 
itself an irrigation project, but is a project carrying the same authori- 
zation as the Norman project, is legal under the reclamation laws and 
policies that have been adopted since 1902. 

I would like to have that placed in the record following the De- 
partmental report. 

Mr. Rogers. I think that is an excellent suggestion. Without ob- 
jection, the memorandum will be placed in the record in keeping with 
the unanimous-consent. request of the chairman of the full committee, 
Interior Committee, the Honorable Wayne Aspinall of Colorado, 

(The memorandum referred to appears on page 9.) 

I see Mr. Edmondson has come in. Do you have a statement you 
desire to make? You are listed as the first witness. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ED EDMONDSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Epmonpson. I regret being late, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, every Oklahoman who has studied the water prob- 
lems of our State is sympathetic with the purposes of Congressman 
Jarman’s bill, H.R. 7060. 

The city of Norman is our “university city” and an improved 
water supply is vital to the continued growth and development of 
our great University of Oklahoma. 

In addition to this fact, Tinker Air Force Base, which is an 
integral part of the Nation’s defense structure, has a real need for 
the water supply to be made available by the project. 

Del City and Midwest City, where many of the men stationed at 
the Tinker Air Force Base have their homes, also have a real need for 
the new water supply. 

Finally, the area to be served by the project needs the additional 
benefits it will provide, the flood control, as Congressman Steed will 
testify ; fish and wildlife, and recreation. 

The central part of our State is entitled to not only the flood 
control to be provided, but also to the broad recreational opportu- 
nities the Norman project affords, and I strongly urge favorable action 
on the bill. 

I would like to state one reason I was delayed is that I just talked 
on the telephone to my brother in Oklahoma City and he asked me 
to express to the committee his feelings from the standpoint of the 
Governor’s office that this project is a project of statewide importance 
and significance and that he is very hopeful that it can be expeditiously 
advanced at the committee level and in the House. 
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Mr. Rocers. Thank you, Mr. Edmondson. The subcommittee is 

Jeased to have the word of the Governor of Oklahoma, whose brother 
is the Honorable Ed Edmondson, a member of this committee. We 
are glad to have that report. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Jarman? 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN JARMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Jarman. Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the opportunity to 
appear before this distinguished subcommittee on behalf of H.R. 7060. 

To conserve time, Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit my state- 
ment for the record. 

Mr. Rocers. Without objection, the statement is received and will 
be included in the record. 

(Mr. Jarman’s statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN JARMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, we appreciate your giving 
us this opportunity to testify on H.R. 7040, introduced by myself, and S. 
1892, introduced by Senators Kerr and Monroney, to authorize the Norman 
Lake project, involving the construction of a dam and reservoir on Little 
River, which is a tributary of the Canadian River in Cleveland County, 
Okla. The principal purpose of the project is provide for a new, dependable 
source of industrial and municipal water supply for the cities of Norman, 
Midwest City and Del City. The development of the Norman Lake project 
not only would supplement and supplant ground water sources which are 
being rapidly depleted, but would also provide flood protection to the Little 
River Valley, which contains some of the most valuable farmland in central 
Oklahoma. Also included in the bills are provisions for the preservation 
and propogation of fish and wildlife, as well as recreational use of the 
reservoir. 

It should be pointed out that in time of an emergency, this project would 
serve as a supplemental source of water for Oklahoma City and Tinker Air 
Force Base, the largest military installation in our State. Let me also remind 
you that this project will be reimbursable to a large extent through the sale 
of municipal and industrial water. Extensive study and consideration have 
been given this project by the Bureau of Reclamation and the Oklahoma 
Planning and Resources Board, as well as many private organizations and 
individuals. It is felt that the most logical solution to the problem is the 
multiple-purpose project provided for in the bills before you today. I will 
leave the technical aspects of this project to the Bureau and to the gentle- 
men who have come a long distance to testify, and who will follow me. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge that the committee consider and report S. 1892, 
which passed the Senate in the last session of the Congress. It is our hope 
that this procedure will serve to expedite the consideration of the Norman 
Lake project in this great subcommittee, and in the full committee. 


Mr. Jarman. Mr. Chairman, I will refrain from going into any de- 
tailed discussion of H.R. 7060 because I know that your subcommittee 
also plans to hear this morning from the Bureau of Reclamation and 
from all members of the House delegation from Oklahoma. How- 
ever, I would like to emphasize that there is a great need for this 
project in the central Oklahoma area that I have the honor to repre- 
sent. The evidence will show that the wells that have been drilled in 
that area are being depleted. These wells are the source of water 
supply for the entire area. We appear before you this morning to 
urge favorable consideration of HA 7060. 
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Mr. Chairman, in an earnest effort to help expedite this hearing, Jet 
me now make myself available to the subcommittee for any questions 
that you care to ask me. Then let me yield to my colleagues of the 
Oklahoma delegation who are to testify in behalf of H.R. 7060, 

Mr. Rocers. Thank-you, Mr. Jarman. 

Let. the Chair say this: If the Chair was on the witness stand and 
he could testify th: aut he knows of no one who has worked harder on 
this project than the gentleman from Oklahoma, Mr. Jarm: an, and 
he is certs SPA in a position to testify to that. 

If the Norman project is not authorized, it will certainly not be 
his fault, because he has certainly worked hard in getting these hear- 
ings and working toward that end. 

Are there any questions by the eprumitteot 

If not, thank you very much, Mr. Jarman. 

Mr. JARMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Our next. witness is the Honorable Carl Albert, dis- 
tinguished Member of Congress high in the ranks of leadership i in 
the Democratic Party. We are gl: ad to have you, Mr. Albert. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CARL ALBERT, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Atsert. Mr. Chairman, thank you for permitting me to appear 
on this measure. I am quite familiar with the.area.in-question. I 
went to the University of Oklahoma, which is just a few miles from 
the project. 

This project is in the center of the largest or near the center of the 
largest population area of Oklahoma, an area that has been depending 
for. many years primarily upon underground water for most of its 
water supply. 

The present requirements have begun to deplete the water and unless 
an important supplemental source is found, this section of Oklahoma, 
which is one of the fastest growing areas of the United States, is 
bound to suffer. There is no question about the need for additional 
water in this area. 

Oklahoma City, which is, shall I say, a suburb of Del City and 
Midwest City, two of the municipalities involved in this, or vice 
versa, has gone to my district recently to build a lake to supplement 
its water supply. There is not sufficient water in the area. 

I agree with Congressman Edmondson that this is a matter of 
importance to the entire State of Oklahoma, because the health and 
growth of the area that houses the university, the central State 
hospital, and the largest military installation in that part of the 
country is important to the entire State. 

I join my colleague and friend, your colleague and friend, Con- 
gressman Jarman, in endorsing this project t and hoping that it may 
proceed expeditiously through the committee and the House. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Albert. 

Any questions ¢ 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Chairman, I have two questions. 

Mr. Rocers. The gentleman from Colorado. 
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Mr. Aspinauy. Is it not a fact that the State of Oklahoma is a 
substantial contributor to the reclamation fund ? 

Mr. Avsert. I think that is true. 

Mr. Asprnau. And is it not also a fact that as far as irrigation 
projects, pure ¢ and simple irrigation projects are concerned, they are 
very much limited in Okl: thoma ? 

Mr. Avsert. That is right. 

Mr. Asprnati. So that if the people of Oklahoma are to receive 
some benefits’ from this contribution to the reclamation fund as 
such, more than likely this sort of a project is more desirable than 
any other project that we can envision ? 

Mr. Auzert. I think the distinguished chairman of this committee 
has summarized the situation far better than I can. I agree with 
what he says. 

Mr. Rocers. Any other questions ? 

Thank you, Mr. Albert, for your consideration. 

Mr. Avserr. Thank you. 

Mr. Rocers. Our next witness is the Honorable Tom Steed of 
Oklahoma. Mr. Steed, if you will come forward, we will recognize 
you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. TOM STEED, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Streep. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I ap- 
preciate this opportunity to appear here today and to make a few 
remarks in behalf of the pending bill. 

I have an interest in this legislation that I think I could describe 
better under three points: 

(1) As has been stated, the water is badly needed. If you are 
familiar with the situation in this part of Oklahoma, you will know 
that a number of streams cross the State from the northwest to the 
southeast. ‘The watersheds in this particular part of Oklahoma are 
long and narrow and the ability to trap and to preserve water in 
surface storage in this area is quite limited. 

The Little River project, or the so-called Norman project, is, I 
think, the only practical site left in this entire area for I would say 
a radius of 100 miles in which any sizable amount of water can be 
stored under reasonable circumstances. So my interest first is in it 
from that standpoint. 

The growth of the area to be served has been tremendous. There 
will be absolutely no question about all the water that can be stored 
being needed. 

The second interest I have is that my district being immediately 
east of the site, I have a community, Tecumseh, Okla., which has an 
interest. in this water also. While they are not asking to be a direct 
participant in the project, they are interested and will participate 
in times of drought on this source of supply as a standby, which 
means that. if there are surplus waters there to be disposed of, Tecum- 
seh can afford an additional market for it. 

Tecumseh at the present time has their own reservoir from which 
they receive their water supply, but it is limited and they would 
like very much to have this project built because it does provide them 
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with a very fine standby source in times of drought which, as you 
know, come with regularity in that part of the country. 

The third reason I am interested in this project is because this 
is one project in which I am below the dam. After many years on 
the House Public Works Committee and many years in Congress 
where reclamation projects of all sorts have passed this Congress, 
I am happy and delighted to find just one project in all of the 
country where I am below the dam instead of above the dam. 

Almost all of the Little River Valley is in my congressional dis- 
trict and the construction of this project and trapping of all the head- 
waters of Little River will afford a very much desired and needed 
flood control facility to many thousands of acres of land in my 
district. 

Just north of Little River is the North Canadian, and because of the 
flood control] protection that the North Canadian Valley has, it eon- 
stitutes some of the most productive and most valuable land in Okla- 
homa. The Little River Valley could be equally as rich and 
productive if flood control could be provided, so it is not some theory 
when I tell you that this valley can and will become one of the 
richest in Oklahoma if and when this flood control facility is provided. 

In addition to this, the particular area involved here is under an 
intense watershed treatment program at the present time. The only 
part of the whole flood control problem throughout. central and east 
central Oklahoma that cannot be dealt with by other means is this 
one project. The addition of this project gives then a complete 
picture to the type flood control we need in this whole area. 

I think that while the flood control phase of this may not be 
stressed as much by other witnesses as Fe myself, I am from the 
area that stands to gain the most benefit from it, and I want to 
assure the committee that there is a widespread and intense interest 
in this project and its construction from that standpoint. 

We hope that the committee will be convinced that because of all 
these factors and the part that it plays in a widespread long-range 
program of many types to provide water and flood control in this 
part of our State that it will look upon this legislation with favor. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Steed, for your contribution. 

Let the Chair say that he has discussed this matter just in conver- 
sation with the gentleman from Oklahoma, Mr. Steed, and appreciates 
his deep interest in these projects. 

Mr. Aspinall, do you have any questions ¢ 

Mr. Asprnaui. No questions. 

Mr. Rocers. Are there any other questions ? 

Thank you very much, Mr, Steed. 

Our next witness is the Honorable Page Belcher of Oklahoma. 


STATEMENT OF HON. PAGE BELCHER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Betcner. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to appear before your committee. I have always appreciated 
the courtesy this committee has shown me in the times I have appeared 
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before you. I am glad to be here to help my colleague, John Jarman, 
who has worked long and hard on this project. 

It is a very essential project to his district, as well as to the central 
part of Oklahoma. This will probably benefit the greatest popula- 
tion center in the State. 

As all of you gentlemen know, water is one of the most essential 
things we have in the further development of our State. I am not 
going to take the time of this committee to go into the details of this 
project because you are going to have people appear before you that 
are much better informed on it than I am, but Lf sincerely hope and 
I am absolutely sure that this committee will give this project very 
careful consideration. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you, Mr. Belcher. 

Are there any questions ? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Belcher, for your contribution in be- 
half of this project. 

We have another Member from the Oklahoma delegation, the 
Honorable Toby Morris. Will you come forward, please, Mr. Morris? 


STATEMENT OF HON. TOBY MORRIS, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman and members of this most distinguished 
and one of the most important, I think, subcommittees in our Con- 
gress: I want to express my sincere appreciation and gratitude to you, 
Mr. Chairman and other distinguished members of the committee for 
giving me an opportunity to say just a few words. My statement will 
be very brief. 

It is my understanding that the departmental report, the feasibility 
report, aie that the benefits exceed the costs by 1.71. In other 
words, the benefits are 1.71 over the costs, which it seems to me, if 
Iam correct about that, makes it a very, very feasible and worth- 
while project. 

It does provide, as the distinguished chairman of this subcommittee 
has suggested, for municipal, domestic, and industrial use and for 
flood control as well as for preservation and propagation of fish and 
wildlife and enhancing recreational opportunities. 

Of course, the defense of our Nation enters into it in that it will 
provide for some water for the Tinker Air Force Base which is 
reasonably close by. 

I do not know that this particular project will directly benefit the 
district that I have the honor to represent. It may, but it certainly 
will benefit it indirectly, and it will benefit directly or indirectly our 
whole State. 

As I view it, all of these worthwhile projects benefit our whole 
Nation. I am glad to add my statement to those that have been made 
and may be made in my hope that this committee may act favorably 
upon this bill. I certainly support this bill and the purpose of it. 

It may need amending in some particular respects, clarifying re- 
ra but it does seem to me that the bill is a good, feasible bill and 
the project one that will benefit not only this immediate area, but, 
as I have said, the whole State of Oklahoma and the whole Nation. 
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I believe that concludes my statement. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Morris, for your contribution in be. 
half of this legislation. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Aspinal] 

Mr. Asprnatt. | have no questions. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr, Saylor. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Morris, I saved this question because you used to 
be on this committee. 

Mr. Morrts. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. So I wish to welcome you back and I am sorry yoy 
are not still on this committee. We are glad to have you here, 

Mr. Morris. I thank the distinguished gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Morris, this project, while enjoying a favorable 
report from the Department, points up a matter which has been 
the cause of considerable complaint throughout the country, and 
that is that here is the Bureau of Reclamation coming to this com. 
mittee with a project and asking for authorization and there is not 
1 penny that is allocated to irrigation or reclamation. 

I would like to have the benefit of your thinking in view of the 
fact that you have served upon this committee as to why the State 
of Oklahoma and the people of your area should have this proj- 
ect. built by the Bureau of Reclamation when there is no reclamation 
in it? 

Mr. Morris. My answer is this, to the distinguished gentleman: 
As I underdstand the reclamation law myself, of course I may be 
in error, it is not confined to irrigation and reclamation. I will 
say that the disguished chairman of the full committee, Mr. Aspinall, 
just asked permission a few minutes ago to place into the record 
a statement from Mr. Bennett, I believe it was, stating that in his 
judgment, under the law it is within the jurisdiction of the Bureau 
of Reclamation and the Interior Department to consider and to 
approve, if they think justified, this type of bill notwithstanding 
the fact that irrigation and reclamation is not specifically involved. 

Mr. Saytor. I am very familiar with that opinion and I might 
say to my distinguished colleague that I think the now Under 
Secretary and then Solicitor of the Department really strained to 
get his construction because T feel certain that he had to go far outside 
of the reclamation law itself to come to that conclusion. 

Now, in view of the fact that the Bureau and the Department 
of the Interior have taken that position, I am wondering whether 
or not you could speak for the Oklahoma delegation and ask whether 
or not the other States of the Union should be entitled to these 
same benefits, such as having a municipal water supply furnished by 
the Federal Government, because, after all, that is what this project is. 

Mr. Morris. I cannot speak for the other Members, of course. 
I can only speak for myself. I would say this: That water is of 
such vital importance, not only to Oklahoma and the West but to 
all of our Nation, that I think that we can well within the province 
of our own responsible activity and within the Constitution and 
within the law put a broad construction on these types of laws, 
because I think that a broad construction is justified and certainly 
is beneficial to our whole Nation. 
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So I would say that it should not be confined just to one area at 
all, but it should be nationwide. 

Mr. Sartor. I am delighted to have your comments on this because 
[have a bill prepared which will require the Bureau of Reclamation 
to extend its jurisdiction not just to the now 19 Western States, 
but to the entire United States. 

If we ever get that bill out of committee, I will certainly solicit 

your support. 
“Mr. Morris. I would say to the gentleman I would want to read 
your bill before I pledge myself to the specific bill, but certainly 
J am for the purpose of it and as of now I could say I would 
wholeheartedly support your bill. 

Mr. Sayvor. Thank you. 

Mr. Rocers. Are there any other questions ? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Morris. We are glad to have you. 

Do we have any other Members of Congress who desire to be 
heard at this time ? 

(Mr. Hosmer subsequently submitted the following statement :) 


STATEMENT OF HON. CRAIG HOSMER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman, due to the fact that the other body has passed 8S. 1892, 
authorizing construction of the Norman project with a rider attached pertaining 
to interest rates to be applied to units of the Colorado River storage projects, 
I believe our record on the House side should contain some data on the matter 
of the interest rate. Therefore I have asked that this record include the 
following exchange of correspondence between the Treasury Department and 
myself : 

JANUARY 27, 1960. 
Hon. Ropert B. ANDERSON, 
Secretary of the Treasury, 
Department of the Treasury, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mr. SECRETARY: As you know, S. 1892, authorizing construction of the 
Norman project, Oklahoma, was favorably reported in Senate Report No. 872 
by the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, was passed by the 
Senate on September 9, 1959, and referred to the House Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee, of which I am a member, on September 11, 1959. 

This measure, as passed by the Senate, contains an amendment in section 9 
pertaining to the interest rate to be applied to units of the Colorado River 
storage project (Public Law 84-485). I understand that the object of this 
amendment is to reduce the. interest. charges; on new upper. Colorado .River 
storage project units, and that the Treasury Department advised the chairman 
of the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee that it opposed the 
change in the interest-rate formula as proposed in the amendment. 

The Norman project bill, as passed by the Senate, also contains a provision 
regarding the interest rate to be applied to the Norman project. The Senate 
committee report makes reference to interest provisions of the Small Projects 
Act of 1956 (Public Law 84-984) and of the Water Supply Act (title III of Pub- 
lie Law 8-500). Bills are also pending in Congress to authorize the Fryingpan- 
Arkansas project (S. 2700 and H.R. 9229), which contain special provisions 
relating to calculation of interest rates for that project. There are slight 
variations among the provisions of these aformentioned acts and bills which 
would appear to cause substantial differences in the financial aspects of a 
given project. In my judgment, the proper interest-rate formula for Federal 
water supply programs and projects is in need of through analysis and of 
explanation of the relative effects of the different formulas. For your con- 
venience, I am attaching quoted provisions regarding interest rates from the 
above-mentioned statutes and bills. 

Preparatory to committee hearings on the Norman project bill and other 
pending measures involving the matter of interest rates, I shall greatly appre- 
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ciate your sending me an analysis of the interest rate provisions in the several 
statutes and bills referred to, setting forth how the interest rate to be applied 
is determined and the comparative results of the several different provisions 
on the rates which would apply in each case. It will be particularly helpful 
if you will inform me as to the effect of the amendment proposed in §. 1899 
upon the interest rate to be applied to the Colorado River storage project units, 
with specific figures on the interest rate based on the existing provision of 
Public Law 84-485 and the rate that would apply under the proposed amendment 
in section 9, S. 1892. I shall also be grateful for any additional information 
that you can furnish to enlighten me in this matter. 
Thank you for your courtesy and cooperation. 
Sincerely yours, 


CRAIG HOsMEr, 
Member of Congress. 


PROVISIONS OF STATUTES AND BILLS RELATING TO INTEREST RATES ON Feperar 
WATER SUPPLY DEVELOPMENTS 


1. Colorado River Storage Project Act, Public Law 485, 84th Congress 

Section 5(f) : “The interest rate applicable to each unit of the storage project 
and each participating project shall be determined by the Secretary of the 
Treasury as of the time the first advance is made for initiat:ng construction 
of said unit or project. Such interest rate shall be determined by calculating 
the average yield to maturity on the basis of daily closing market bid quotations 
during the month of June next preceding the fiscal year in which said advance js 
made, on all interest-bearing marketable public debt obligations of the United 
States having a maturity date of fifteen or more years from the first day of 


said month, and by adjusting such average annual yield to the nearest one 
eight of 1 per centum.” 


2. Amendment of section 5(f), Public Law 485, 84th Congress, as proposed in 
Norman project bill, S. 1892, 86th Congress 

Section 9: The second sentence of section 5(f) of the Act entitled “An Act 
to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, and maintain 
the Colorado River storage project and participating projects, and for other pur- 
poses”, approved April 11, 1956 (70 Stat. 109) is amended to read as follows: 
“Such interest rate shall not exceed the average rate of interest, computed as 
of the end of the calendar month next preceding the date on which such 
advance is made, borne by all oustanding interest-bearing marketable public 
debt obligations of the United States which mature fifteen or more years from 


the date of their issuance, and by adjusting such average rate of interest to 
the nearest one-eighth of 1 per centum.” 


8. Norman project provision, 8. 1892, 86th Congress 


Section 2(b): “ * * * Such contracts shall be precedent to the commencement 
of construction of any project unit affecting the individual municipalities, and 
shall provide for repayment of construction costs allocated to municipal water 
supply in not to exceed fifty years from the date water is first delivered for 
that purpose, and notwithstanding the provisions in the Water Supply Act of 
1958 relating to the rate of interest, payments of said construction cost shall 
include interest on unamortized balances of that allocation at a rate equal 
to the average rate (which rate ‘shall be certified by the Secretary of the 
Treasury) paid by the United States on its marketable long-term securities out- 


standing on the date of this Act and adjusted to the nearest one-eighth of 1 per 
centum: * * * ” 


4. Small Projects Act of 1956, Public Law 984, 84th Congress 


SEcTION 5(c): “a plan of repayment by the organization of (1) the sums lent 
to it in not more than fifty years from the date when the principal benefits of 
the project first become available; (2) interest, as determined by the Secretary 
of the Treasury, by estimating the average annual yield to maturity, on the 
basis of daily closing market bid quotations or prices during the month of May 
preceding the fiscal year in which the loan is made, on all outstanditig market- 
able obligations of the United States having a maturity date of fifteen or more 
years from the first day of such month May, and by adjusting such estimate 
average annual yield to the nearest one-eighth of 1 per centum at the begin- 
ning of the fiscal year preceding the date on which the contract is executed, on 
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that prorata share of the loan which is attributable to furnishing irrigation 
penefits in each particular year to land held in private ownership by any one 
owner in excess of one hundred and sixty irrigable acres; and (3) in the 
ease of any project involving an allocation to domestic, industrial, 0:1 municipal 
water supply, or commercial power produced as an element of the project and 
incidental to its full development, interest on the unamortized balance of an 
appropriate portion of the loan at a rate as determined in (2) above;” 
5, Water Supply Act of 1958, title III of Public Law 85-500 

Section 301(b): “* * * The interest rate used for purposes of computing in- 
terest during construction and interest on the unpaid balance shall be determined 
py the Secretary of the Treasury, as of the beginning of the fiscal year in 
which coustruction is initiated, on the basis of the computed average interest 
rate payable by the Treasury upon its outstanding marketable public obligations, 
which are neither due nor callable for redemption for fifteen years from date 
of issue. * * *" 
§. Fryingpan-Arkansas Project, 8. 2700, H.R. 9229, 9230, and 9232, 86th Congress 

SecTION 2(c): The interest rate on the unamortized balance of the commercial 
power and municipal, domestic, and industrial water supply allocations shall 
be determined by the Secretary of the Treasury, as of the beginning of the 
fiscal year in which construction is initiated, on the basis of the computed 
average interest rate payable by the Treasury upon its outstanding marketable 
public obligations, which are neither due nor callable for redemption for fifteen 
years. from date of issue. 
1, Pryingpan-Arkansas Project, H.R. 9231, 86th Congress 

Section 2(c): The interest rate on the unamortized balance of the com- 
mercial power and municipal, domestic and industrial water supply allocations 
shall be determined by the Secretary of the Treasury at the time moneys are 
first made available by Congress for initiating construction of the project. 
It shall be determined by calculating the average yield to maturity, on the 
basis of the closing market bid quotations during the month of June next 
preceding the fiscal year in which said moneys are made availab‘e, of all 
interest-bearing marketable public debt obligations of the United States having 
a maturity date of fifteen or more years from the first date of said month and 
by adjusting such average annual yield to the nearest one-eighth of 1 per centum. 





UNDER SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, 
Washington, February 15, 1960. 
Hon. Craic HosMEk, 
House of Representatives, Room 530, House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. Hosmer: This has further reference to your letter of January 
27, 1960, concerning the interest rate provisions in several statutes and bills 
relating to Federal water supply developments. 

There is attached a statement which shows the interest rates on Federal 
water supply developments, certified for the fiscal years 1957 through 1960 by 
the Secretary of the Treasury as required under present formulas contained 
in specific provisions of law, and the rates of interest which would have been 
certified under formulas contained in the pending bills had they been in effect. 

You specifically requested the effect of the proposed amendment to section 
5(f) of Public Law 485, approved April 11, 1956, contained in section 9 of S. 1892, 
86th Congress, which passed the Senate on September 9, 1959. Had this amend- 
ment been in effect beginning in the fiscal year 1957 the interest rates deter- 
mined by the Treasury would have ranged from three-eighths of 1 percent less 
in.1957.to as much as 114 percent less in 1958. The rate certified at the begin- 
ning of this fiscal year under Public Law 485 to be applied to the Colorado 
River storage project units was 4% percent whereas it would have been 1% 
percent less, or 254 percent under the proposed amendment. 

The interest rate formulas for the Colorado River storage project, Public 
Law 485, and the formula contained in the Small Reclamation Projects Act of 
1956, Public Law 984, approved August 6, 1956, are the same except that the 
former is based on average market yields for the month of June on market 
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obligations having maturities of 15 years from. the first day of such month, 
whereas in the latter case the month of May is used. This same formula 
providing for the use of market yields during the month of June is containeg 
in H.R. 9231, 86th Congress, to authorize the Fryingpan-Arkansas project. 

The interest rate formula contained in S. 2700, H.R. 9229, 9230 and 9232, s6th 
Congress, for the Fryingpan-Arkansas project is on the basis of the computed 
average interest rate on marketable obligations neither due nor callable for 
15 years from date of issue, adjusted to the nearest one-eighth of 1 percent. The 
forntula« contained in»section 2(b), S. 1892, 86th Congress, proposed: for’ the 
Norman project, applies to marketable long-term securities. The Treasury 
has administratively determined “long-term securities” to mean marketable 
obligations neither due nor callable for 15 years from date of issue. Accord- 
ingly, the formula contained in S. 1892 for the Norman project would produce 
the same interest rate as that which would be produced by the formula con- 
tained in S. 2700, H.R. 9229, 9230 and 9232 for the Fryingpan-Arkansas project, 
which is also the same as the interest rate formula contained in the Water 
Supply Act of 1958, Public Law 85-500, approved July 3, 1958. The formula 
contained in S. 1892 for the Colorado River project differs in that the words 
“neither due nor callable” are omitted and therefore all marketable obligations 
with 15-year maturities from date of issue are included which produces a lower 
rate of interest by one-eighth of 1 percent. 

The attached statement shews that the formulas for the determination of 
interest rates on the basis of market yields produce a higher rate than those 
formulas that are on the basis of average coupon rates. 

As you stated in your letter the Treasury opposes enactment of the amend- 
ment to section 5(f) of Public Law 485, which is contained in S. 1892, 86th 
Congress. The Treasury has consistently supported an interest rate policy for 
the determination of interest rates for Federal programs which takes into 
account the cost to the Treasury to borrow money in the current market as 
reflected by prevailing market yields on Government obligations with maturities 
comparable to those of the particular program. 

Sincerely yours, 
JULIAN B. Bartrn, 
Under Secretary. 


Interest rates on Federal water supply projects 


[Percent] 


Fiscal year ! 


1957 1958 1959 1960 
Colorado River storage project, sec. 5(f), Public Law 485, 84th Congress: | 
Average yield to maturity on marketable obligations having a matur- 
ity of 15 years or more, adjusted to the nearest % of 1 percent J 2%) 35% 34%) 4\y 


Colorado River, proposed sec. 9, amended sec. 5(f), S. 1892, 86th Cong.: 
Averate rate ofinterest on marketable obligations which mature 15 | 
years or more from date of original issue, adjusted to the nearest \% of 
1 percent. yee 2b 9% 2% 5 

Small Reclamation Project Act of 1956, ‘Public Law 984, 84th Cong.: | 
Average yield to maturity on market able oblizations having a matur- 
ity of 15 years or more, adjusted to the nearest \% of 1 percent_---- } 3 334 3u! 4, 

Norman project, proposed sec. 2(b), 8. 1892, 86th Cong.: Average rate 
of interest on long-term marketable securities outstanding on date of j 
this act, adjusted to the nearest % of 1 percent 2_- 25% 25% 28 234 

Water Supply Act of 1958, Public Law 85-500, July 3, "1958: Average | 
rate of interest on market: ible obligations, which are neither due nor 
callable for redemption for 15 years from date of issue, adjusted to the | 
nearest 44 of 1 percent___- a ca le ilk anni tot mains 

Fryingpan-Arkansas project,  S. 2700, H.R. 9229, 9230 and 9232, 86th 
Cong.: Average rate of interest on marketable obligations, which are 
neither due nor callable for redemption for 15 years from date of issue, | 
adjusted to the nearest 14 of 1 percent. o ean 2% 25% 254! 2% 

Fryingpan-Arkansas project, H.R. 9231, R6th Cong.: Average vield to | 
maturity on marketable obligations having a maturity of 15 years or 
more, adjusted to the nearest 14 of 1 percent 


27% 354, 8M] A 


1 Rates based on the month of June preceding each fiscal year, except that Public Law 984 rates are based 
on May. 
2 Long-term means neither due nor callable for 15 years from date of issue (OP 710, 311/52) 
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We will now go into the testimony of the Department of: the 
Interior. I believe we have with us Mr. William I. Palmer, Assistant 
Commissioner of Reclamation; D. R. Burnett, Chief of Project 
Development, Bureau of Reclamation; James T. McBroom, Chief, 
Branch of River Basins, Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, 
Fish.and Wildlife Service. 

Mr. Palmer, do you and Mr. Burnett want to. testify together.or 
separately ¢ 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM I. PALMER, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER 
OF RECLAMATION; ACCOMPANIED BY D. R. BURNETT, CHIEF, 
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT, FRED GUGEL, AND M. G. BARCLAY, 
AREA ENGINEER, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, OKLAHOMA CITY; 
JAMES T. McBROOM, CHIEF, BRANCH OF RIVER BASINS, DR. A. J. 
NICHOLSON, BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE, FISH 
AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Parmer. I would like, if it is agreeable with you, Mr. Chair- 
man, for the other two gentlemen to join me at the witness table, 
Mr: Burnett and Mr. McBroom. 

Mr: Rogers. Fine. Without objection, you may be joined at the 
witness table by the other members from the Department. 

Mr. Patmer. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. It isa pleasure 
to be with your committee again. I had the very distinct pleasure 
of spending a couple of days with the chairman of the subcommittee 
late this summer in going over some of the Colorado River storage 
development. It was a delightful trip. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you,sir. I enjoyed it very much. 

Mr.. Panmer. My name is William I. Palmer. I am Assistant 
Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation. My area of activity 
is project. development and the Division of Irrigation and Land Use. 

Mr. Hater. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Harry. Will the witness identify his colleagues? 

Mr. Parmer. On my right is Don Burnett, who is Chief of the 
Division of Project Development of the Bureau of Reclamation. 
On my left is James McBroom, whose title is Chief, Braneh of River 
Basins of the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife. 

Also, I would like to introduce to the committee Fred Gugel, who 
is with the Project Development Division in the Washington office, 
and Mr. M. G. Barclay, who is the area engineer for Oklahoma and 
who will help us as we go along. Also, we have Dr. Nicholson here, 
of the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife. 

Mr. Rogers. I was going to suggest if you want the two gentlemen 
up here they may bring their chairs up. 

Mr. PaLmer. We will proceed and see how it works out. 

It is a pleasure for us to be here and discuss the Norman bill with 
you. We recommend the enactment of either H.R. 7060 or S. 1892 
to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, and 
maintain the Norman project, Oklahoma, and for other purposes. 

The multiple-purpose Norman project will be located on the Little 
River near Norman, Okla. I have asked Mr. Gugel to identify 








26 NORMAN PROJECT, OKLAHOMA 


these locations on the map as we go through. This will help locate 
the area in the minds of the committee. 

Mr. Rocers. Yes. For the benefit. of the other members who may 
not be familiar with it, if you would point out Oklahoma City. go 
they can better identify the map. 

Mr. Patmer. The small location map in the upper righthand gor. 
ner, the red star identifies the general area of the project and also 
Oklahoma City is identified above there. Norman, Okla., would be 
as he shows it on the lower left, with the dam over on the right 
side of the map. 

The project was designed to provide urgently. needed municipal 
and industrial water, supplies for Norman, Midwest City, Del City, 
and the Tinker Air Force Base. It would also result in desirable 
flood control, fish and wildlife; and recreational benefits. A more 
intensive agricultural use of a limited area downstream from the 
damsite would result. by minimizing downstream flooding. 

Mr. AsprnaLu, Mr, Chairman, it is all right to have the statement 
before us, but I want to know for sure why it was Mr. Palmer left 
out the proviso that it would also permit irrigation. You skipped 
over that as you presented your statement. 

Mr. Pater. I propose to come back to that later, Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. AspiInaLL. Do you stand on the words you have in your state- 
ment or are they to be stricken out? That is all I want to know. 

Mr. Patmer. Let me read it the way the statement is prepared. 

Mr. Aspinauu. This is a very important part of this projeet be- 
cause you have no allocation in your proposal to Congress for irri- 
gation and to have this in your statement and skip over it raises a 
question in my mind. 

Mr. Parmer. Thank you, Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Rogers. The statement has not been stated in the record as 
such and I presume the reporter is taking the words of Mr. Palmer. 
It will not be included. In other words, Mr. Palmer’s statement 
will be received as it is given and reported by the official reporter. 

Mr. Asprnaut. Then, Mr. Chairman, I want to know whether or 
not Mr. Palmer wants to have that part of his statement stricken. 

Mr. Patmer. Mr. Chairman, to clarify this entire situation, may 
I go back and read this sentence the way it appears in the material 
you have-before you ¢ 

Mr. Rogers. Yes. 

Mr. Paumer. One or two other places in this statement. I propose 
to make some adjustments which I will identify when I come to 
them and explain the reasons why. 

Mr. Rogers. You may proceed. 

Mr. Patmer. Going back to that last paragraph then: 


Also, it would permit irrigation and a more intensive cultivation of a limited 
area downstream from the damsite by minimizing downstream flooding. 


Later on we would propose to discuss the irrigation question, Mr. 
Aspinall. 

The Secretary of the Interior forwarded to Congress on July 1, 
1958, a report on this project, together with the comments of affected 
States of the Arkansas River Basin, the Secretary of the Army, and 
interested Federal agencies, and a letter from the Bureau of the 
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Budget expressing the administration’s views on the report. It was 
printed as House Document 420, 85th. Congress. _ , 

That report found that the Norman Reservoir, through regulation 
of Little River flows, would furnish a firm surface water supply 
adequate to satisfy the estimated requirements of the project cities 
and Tinker Air Force Base through the year 2010, 

The cost of the proposed Norman Dam and Reservoir, the pumping 
plants and pipelines and appurtenant works, together with interest 
during construction, would total about $15 million at May 1954 prices. 

Federal construction of the Norman Dam and Reservoir and related 
minimum basic recreational facilities was proposed at a cost of 
$8,605,000. The Federal Government would participate in the costs 
of construction of the necessary pipelines and pumping plants to 
the extent of $907,000, as the Tinker Air Force Base portion thereof. 

The project cities, although desiring Federal construction of the 
aqueduct system as well as the N orman Dam and Reservoir, agreed, 
if required, to construct the pipelines and pumping facilities to 
deliver Norman Reservoir waters to the project cities and Tinker 
Air Force Base and to construct necessary water treatment works. 

The report found the proposed Norman project to have engineer- 
ing feasibility and to have economic justification. 145i 

A reappraisal of the Norman project is now available, recognizing 
the developments of significance which have occurred since com- 
letion of our basic studies in 1954. These developments have 
included : 

1. The severe drought of 1951-57, which greatly reduced the esti- 
mated firm reservoir yield and led to a recommendation of greater 
capacity. . due 1, pin. 

2, Oil exploration and production activity in the vicinity of the 
reservoir and other factors which have significantly increased land 
acquisition and relocation costs in the reservoir area. ; 

3. Increases in construction costs resultant from general price 
increases. 

4, Significant increases in the cost of privately financing construc- 
tion of public works, such as the proposed pipelines and pumping 
plants, through the sale of long-term securities. 

5. Significant increases in the population of the project area and 
the resultant demand upon the revenues of the cities for public 
improvement. 

Our reappraisal has established that construction of the Norman 
Dam and Suis and the required aqueduct system remains 
economically justified and financially feasible. The reappraisal indi- 
cated, however, that the firm yield of the Norman Reservoir would 
not, in itself, be adequate to satisfy the forecast water demands of 
the project. cities and Tinker Air Force Base. It finds the most 
desirable utilization of the available water resources would be under 
a plan for occasional pumping of ground waters to the extent. re- 
qured during drought periods to supplement Norman Reservoir 
yields and thereby satisfy project water demands at. least through 
a 50-year repayment period. The reappraisal also indicated the 
desirability of increasing the reservoir storage capacity. The con- 
struction cost of the enlarged Norman Dam and Reservoir, aqueduct 
system and appurtenant works, on the basis of current. prices, would 
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be about $19 million, or $19 million-plus. These factors result jy a 
significant increase in the estimated cost of project water to the 
project cities. 

The project interests have reviewed our reappraisal findings with 
respect to the Norman project, and continue to strongly support 
its early construction as they deem it essential to meet. their water 
needs. They-have reaffirmed theirwillingness’ to repay the ei. 
bursable costs. However, they have reiterated their desire that the 
aqueduct system be included as a part of the Federal construction, 

We are advised that the additional costs indicated by the reap. 
praisal would constitute a financial hardship on the project: cities 
that their public works are strained by providing services to rapidly 
growing populations caused by large Federal installations, and, 
therefore, authorization of construction of both the Norman Dam and 
Reservoir and the aqueduct system by the Federal Government 
merits consideration. The bill being considered by your committee 
would permit either plan of financing to be adopted. 

In recognition of this situation, our reappraisal included analyses 
of alternative plans for joint development or all-Federal construction, 
Under either plan, the Central Oklahoma Master Conservancy Dis. 
trict would initially invest about $3 million to construct the neces- 
sary water treatment plant and large expenditures will also be 
required to provide the requisite distributary facilities and to main- 
tain the existing ground water pumping installations. In every 
respect, this represents a cooperative development between the local 
interests and the United States. 

Oklahoma City has initiated an extensive program of expansion 
of its available water supplies by import of surface supplies from 
southeastern Oklahoma. As an initial step, the Atoka Reservoir on 
Boggy Creek has been built some 100 miles from Oklahoma City, anda 
site for a terminal reservoir near Tinker Air Force Base some 11 miles 
northwest of the Norman Dam site has recently been purchased. 
As an intermim measure, pending construction of a pipeline from 
Atoka Reservoir and other planned facilities, responsible officials of 
Oklahoma City have expressed an interest in obtaining from the 
potential Norman Reservoir any water supplies surplus to project 
requirements, if Norman Reservoir is built in time to assist in meeting 
Oklahoma City’s water needs. If Oklahoma City arranges to take 
an intermin supply of water from the project, it is expected that 
the city will construct the works required to deliver waters stored in 
Norman Reservoir to the city’s system. 

Interim delivery of water to Oklahoma City would result in reve- 
nues to the project organization not included in our reappraisal of 
the Norman project. The amount of such revenues would depend 
upon when the Norman Reservoir is constructed and the rate at which 
project water demands grow, as only waters surplus to project de- 
mands would be made available to Oklahoma City. However, the 
project sponsors are willing to continue to pump ground waters to 
satisfy project needs to a limited extent and to make the optimum 
amount of Norman Reservoir water available to Oklahoma City, 
thereby assisting in solving an areawide water supply problem. 

The Secreatary of the Interior, on April 6, 1953, at the request 
of the project interests, and in accordance with the provisions of 
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Qklahoma law, requested withdrawal from further appropriation 
of all unappropriated waters of Little River above the Cleveland- 
Pottawatomie County line so that such waters could be reserved 
and dedicated to the Norman project. The Oklahoma Planning and 
Resources Board, representing the State of Oklahoma, on November 
1, 1954, confirmed that those waters were withdrawn for the Norman 
project. A suit to secure the adjudication of Little River water 
rights has been filed by the project sponsors. 

he provision of municipal water supply has become a major ac- 
complishment of the reclamation program. The Reclamation Project 
Act of 1939 opened the door for greater attention to municipal water 
needs and since then the municipal water supply aspect of reclamation 
projects has become more and more important. ‘The Water Supply 
Act of 1958 expressed the intent of the Congress in giving further 
recognition to the importance of municipal supply, along with even 
broader authority for including the function in Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and Corps of Engineers projects. 

The tremendous increase in demand for municipal water is trans- 
lated into a corresponding demand for development of surface water 
by holdover storage reservoirs. The remaining number of good 
reservoir sites is as limited as our remaining water supplies. It is 
vital, therefore, that such reservoirs be built to the—and I am in- 
serting here the “optimum” capacity—and that good sites not be 
wasted on single-purpose developments. 

At a site such as the Norman site, the important functions of 
flood control and fish and wildlife can be accommodated concurrently 
with municipal water supply. A municipality normally cannot nor 
should it be expected to bear the costs of these associated functions, 
as most of the beneficiaries from such functions come from outside the 
area as differentiated from those who assume the repayment obliga- 
tions. Thus, loca] participation in a Federal project. through repay- 
ment with interest of all municipal water supply costs, such as pro- 
posed for the Norman project, provides the answer to efficient, eco- 
nomic development of the Nation’s remaining water supplies. 

Federal participation in the Norman project is also justified on the 
basis of the influence of Federal installations on population growth 
of the project cities. A major portion of the residents of Midwest 
City and Del City are employed at the nearby Tinker Air Force Base 
and many employees of this base also reside in Norman. 

I am inserting here: “Norman, the site of the University of Okla- 
homa, itself is host to many Federal activities.” 

To summarize, we consider the Norman project under either the 
joint development plan or the all-Federal plan to be engineeringly 
feasible, economically justified, and financially feasible. 

The project water right has been established under appropriate 
State law. The project is strongly supported by the project interests 
who have organized the Central Oklahoma Master Conservancy Dis- 
trict which has authority to contract with the United States for re- 
payment of project costs. Full repayment of the reimburs'ble costs 
under either plan may be expected within a 50-year period. 

The project is essential to harness the flows of the Little River to 
satisfy the urgent municipal and industrial water supply needs and 
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at the same time to conserve the ground water resources of the area. 
It would furnish significant flood control benefits, fish and wildlife 
benefits of regional significance, and desirable recreational oppor. 
tunities. 

Further details concerning the project are given in a more detailed 
statement which we submit for the record. Other witnesses from the 


Bureau are here to discuss the project and to answer any questions on 
technical aspects. 
Mr. Rogers. Mr. Palmer, the detailed statement to which you refer, 


is that the statement which accompanies your statement ? 
Mr. Pavcmer. Yes. 


Mr. Rocers. Without objection, that statement will be included in 
the record at this point. 


Mr. Sayzor. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object—— 
Mr. Rogers. The gentleman from Pennsylvania reserves the right 
to object. 


Mr. Sartor. I would like to examine this and determine whether 
or not it follows the same philosophy that has been expresssed here or 
does not. I very frankly would like to have the statement read. I 
am going to object. 

Mr. Rogers. Objection is heard to the inclusion of the more de- 


tailed statement in the record. The matter will be suspended 
temporarily. 


(Objection to inclusion of this statement was subsequently with- 
drawn. The document follows :) 


STATEMENT ON NORMAN PROJECT, OKLAHOMA 


The Norman project would be located in central Oklahoma in and adjoining 
the Litter River Basin in Cleveland and Oklahoma Counties. Norman Dam 
site is in Cleveland County on the Little River. It is about 18 miles east of 
Norman, Okla., and about 96 miles upstream from the confluence of the Little 
River with the Canadian River. The plan which has been developed provides 
that the urban areas and the Tinker Air Force Base would be furnished water 
supplies from Norman Reservoir which lies just outside the Little River Basin. 

The Little River Basin was the subject of reports by the Corps of Engineers 
in 1936 and 1947. These reports concluded that improvements in that basin 
in the interest of flood control and allied purposes were not economically 
justified, and undertaking of a Federal project for these purposes would not 
be advisable. Local interests, however, continued active support for deve!op- 
ment of surface water resources in the Little River Basin. In conjunction 
with a comprehensive investigation of the Arkansas River Basin, initiated by 
the Bueau of Reclamation in 1946, the Bureau considered surface water devel- 
opments in the Little River Basin which might provide water supplies for 
the city of Norman, and concurrently provide flood control and other benefits. 
The Norman project investigation was started in November 1949. 

It was established that ground waters being utilized to meet the needs of 
the city of Norman were economically susceptible to only limited further devel- 
opment. This situation was found to exist also in adjoining urban areas 
utilizing the same ground water resources. An analysis of the economic poten- 
tials of north-central Oklahoma prepared by the bureau of business research 
of the University of Oklahoma, at the request of the Bureau of Reclamation, 
indicated that the city of Norman and adjoining urban areas would continue 
to grow if adequate and reasonably priced water supplies could be assured. 

By April 1953, formal resolutions and conferences had established the posi- 
tive interests of Norman, Midwest City, Del City, Moore, and Tinker Air Force 
jase in surface water supplies from the Little River. Oklahoma City, in 
June 1953, requested the Bureau of Reclamation to include in its study any 
possible water which might be developed for use by that city. Project studies 
established that the long-range yield of Norman Reservoir would be required 
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for the estimated future demands of Norman, Midwest City, Del City, Moore, 
and Tinker Air Force Base, and that the magnitude of the water requirements 
of Oklahoma City preclude the use of Little River flows to satisfy more than 
q small fraction of those requirements. The city of Moore subsequently decided 
torely on ground waters for its water supply. i 

The studies of the Norman project were fully coordinated with the related 
jnteragency investigations of the Arkansas-White-Red River Basins. _The Nor- 
man project was included in the Arkansas-White-Red River Basins Inter- 
agency Committee report completed in 1955, as a category 1 project (desirable 
for early development ). 

A feasibility report on the Norman project was completed in October 1954 
and published as House Document 420, 85th Congress. This report proposed 
q Norman Reservoir with a storage capacity of 363,900 acre-feet, tentatively 
allocated as follows: 





Storage capacity in 
acre-feet 





Initially At end of 





100 years 
ipapenaegiaeililainaen Shinai S a a 
Surcharge eicoas ness | 168, 00 168, 000 
Flood control. - ; ; : - ie 75, OO€ 75, 000 
Municipal and industrial water supply - --- sas Lede Boks ‘ ta 107, 300 85, 000 
Sediment and dead storage - . 13, 600 | 35, 900 
Total.....----------------------- 363, 900 363, 900 





The report found that the firm yield of such a reservoir over a 100-year period 
would be 28,600 acre-feet annually. This reservoir yield would have been ade- 
quate to fully satisfy the estimated year 2010 water demands of Norman, Mid- 
west City, Del City, and the Tinker Air Force Base. The report, therefore, con- 
templated that those potential project water users would obtain their full water 
supplies from the Norman Reservoir. 

The estimated Federal construction cost of the Norman Reservoir and the 
pipelines and pumping plants required to deliver project water supplies to the 
potential users and basic recreational facilities was $14,217,000, which, together 
with $370,000 interest during construction, resulted in an economic cost of $14,- 

7,000. 

Potential project interests evidenced their full endorsement of project pro- 
posals, willingness to repay the reimbursable costs allocated to municipal and 
industrial water supply, willingness to pay the appropriate operation and main- 
tenance costs, and desire for expedited construction of a Federal project in- 
volving the Norman Dam and Reservoir and for Federal contribution of that por- 
tion of the cost of the aqueduct system allocated to the Tinker Air Force Base. 

Developments subsequent to completion of studies on which House Document 
420 was based have been of such significance as to require reappraisal of the 
engineering feasibility, economic justification, and financial feasibility of the 
Norman project. 

This reappraisal reaffirmed the appropriateness of early construction of a 
multiple-purpose Norman project. The firm yield of the reservoir, when oper- 
ated totally as an independent water supply, was found to be significantly less 
than estimated in House Document 420, because the drought of 1951-57 estab- 
lished new hydrologic criteria but opportunities exist for satisfying the water 
users’ forecast demands through at least a 50-year period under an integrated 
plan for operation of a larger Norman Reservoir which would furnish a firm 
annual yield of 25,000 acre-feet in conjunction with limited ground water pump- 
ing utilizing the cities’ existing ground water facilities. The reappraisal also 
revealed that water supplies of significance to Oklahoma City could be furnished 
from Norman Reservoir on an interim basis during the early years of Norman 
project operation. Discussions of the reappraisal findings with the Norman 
project interests resulted in agreement on the physical works desirable to achieve 
optimum development of Little River flows and delivery of those flows to Nor- 
man, Midwest City, Del City, and the Tinker Air Force Base. 

Under the revised plan of development for the Norman project, the same fa- 
cilities will be required whether the aqueduct system is built as part of an all- 
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Federal project or under a joint development plan by the projec 
Kither plan provides municipal water supply, flood ¢ 
recreation, and indirect irrigation benefits. 

With Federal construction limited to Norman Dam and Reservo 
tion of the balance of the required works would be the responsibility of the 
project organization, although the United States would finance the portion of 
the aqueduct system cost allocable to the Air Force Base. The all-Federal aes 
would include Norman Dam and Reservoir and the entire aqueduct system le 
either plan, project sponsors would construct a water treatment plant to wile 
the water suitable for domestic and industrial use and some local works to per: 
mit integration of reservoir withdrawals with ground water pumping. ; 

The main feature of the Norman project will be Norman Dam and Reservoir 
The dam would be a rolled earthfill structure with maximum water surface of 
the conservation pool at elevation 1044 and the crest at elevation 1075, which ig 
101 feet above the streambed. The design provides an economical combination 
of surcharge storage and spillway capacity. Estimated sediment deposition of 
15,000 acre-feet in 50 years would not substantially affect the active storage 
capacity for the length of the repayment period. The total capacity of the 
reservoir would be about 398,200 acre-feet, tentatively allocated as follows: 


t organizati 
ontrol, fish and wildlite 


ir, construc. 


Storage capacity in 
acre-feet 
] *ury OSC 


Initially After 50 years 

Flood control ; sa ; 75, 670 75, 000 
Water supply - ---- eetwtes staat io aniaaielaotitmesrsiidl . " 140, 900 130, 760 
Dead storage -_- ” . : iinet God 13, 570 9, 380 
Total controlled storage_..........-- niedabaccune ves eae wiedana Raia 230, 140 15, 140 
PN SS ockndslncessiodeded ellndgh in dilebatibta wide dinatews : 168, 050 168, 050 
FE a a phd 398, 190 | 383, 190 


Water supply studies indicate that the reservoir, when operated in conjunction 
with ground water withdrawals when necessary and at a rate considered to be 
completely safe and dependable, would be capable of fully satisfying the esti- 
mated project water demands at least through year 2015. After initial reservoir 
filling, assuming recurrence of past streamflows, ground waters would need be 
used only during a recurrence of a series of critical years such as 1954—57. In 
the 33-year period of record approximately 96 percent of the forecast demands 
could be met through reservoir yields and only 4 percent from ground water. 

By the time the Norman project can be completed, it is anticipated that the 
annual rate of withdrawal of ground water by the cities included in the project 
plan will be 14,000 acre-feet per year. Our studies of coordinated operation of 
the reservoir and ground water, based on a repetition of the runoff of the 33 
years of record, would involve a maximum withdrawal of about 12,000 acre-feet 
in 1955 from the ground water under conditions of maximum demand as esti- 
mated for 2015. As the project cities plan to maintain their ground water 
facilities on an operating standby basis, the proposed plan for coordinated 
reservoir-ground water operation is feasible and practical. 

Norman Reservoir would control all floods of record at the Norman Dam site. 
The Corps of Engineers has evaluated the flood benefits which would result. 
They found that the largest flood which has occurred in the Little River Basin 
occurred in May and June 1932. Norman Reservoir could control this flood and 
the other floods of record to bankfull stage or less at the dam site, thereby 
protecting valuable farmland and property from floods originating above the 
dam. It would have a minor effect on the Canadian River Basin downstream 
from the mouth of Little River. Flood-control benefits attributable to Norman 
Reservoir on July 1953 prices total about $197,200 per year. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service has found that the existing streaim fishery of 
low value would be replaced by a good reservoir fishing opportunity. Inunda- 
tion of the reservoir area will eliminate some upland game habitat, but water- 
fowl and aquatic fur animal habitat will be created, which will more than offset 
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wildlife values lost. The Service has estimated the annual fishery benefits 
will be $189,000 and wildlife benefits $1,100. Responsibility for the preservation 
and propagation of fish and wildlife values in the area would rest with the 
Qklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation in cooperation with the Fish 
and Wildlife Service. 

The National Park Service reports that the Norman project will provide res- 
ervoir recreation opportunities for the greatest population concentration in Okla- 

currently without adequate facilities of this nature. In addition to the 
oject cities, within a 50-mile distance of Norman Reservoir, live almost one- 
fourth of ali Oklahomans. The facilities for Federal construction, in accordance 
with the recommendations of the National Park Service, consist of minimum 
pasic facilities required for protection of the health and safety of the visiting 
public. Additional recreational facilities, not appropriate for Federal construc- 
tion, are to be provided by local interests. A detailed recreational plan will be 
formulated by the cooperative efforts of Federal and State agencies and the 
water users’ Organization. The cost of the minimum basic facilities to be pro- 
yided by the Federal Government is allocated to recreation, and it is contem- 
plated that this cost be nonreimbursable. 

By controlling flood flows of Little River the project will permit irrigation 
of downstream lands which are presently subject to periodic flooding. These 
lands are in small isolated tracts totaling about 700 acres and are adaptable 
to private development. Their total water requirements are less than 1,000 
acre-feet annually. No storage capacity in Norman Reservoir is provided for 
irrigation. However, established water rights for 200 acres would be satisfied 
by seepage flows or reservoir releases. Inflow below the dam site would provide 
water supplies for the balance of the irrigable lands. 

Reservoir lands up to the top of the flood control pool will be acquired in fee 
simple and flowage easements from this elevation to the top of the surcharge 
pol. This land acquisition proposal is in accordance with recommendations of 
the State health department to protect the quality of water for municipal pur- 
poses. Mineral rights will remain with the landowners under a_ provision 
whereby development of those rights would be accomplished without adverse 
effect on the municipal water supply and other primary reservoir functions. 
The present oil production in the reservoir area is above the proposed normal 
water surface. 

The aqueduct system will consist of a central pumping plant located at the 
reservoir, a pipeline 10.7 miles in length to Norman, and a second pipeline 
about 20 miles in length to serve Del City and Midwest City. A relift pumping 
station is required in each pipeline. Capacities of the pumps and pipelines 
would be equivalent to 150 precent of estimated average daily nonindustrial 
demands and 110 percent of industrial demands. The design capacity of the 
Norman pipeline is 22 cubic feet per second throughout its length; the capacity 
of the Midwest City pipeline is 36 cubic feet per second between the reservoir 
and Tinker Air Force Base, 28 from that point to Midwest City, and 8 between 
Midwest City and Del City. 

A single central water treatment plant is to be located in the vicinity of the 
reservoir, rather than separate treatment facilities at each center of use. This 
treatment plant would be constructed by the Central Oklahoma Master Con- 
servancy District and would treat water for Tinker Air Force Base as well as 
for the project cities. 

Based on October 1958 prices, the construction cost of Norman Dam and 
Reservoir is estimated at $11,511,000 and $315,000 for the minimum basic recrea- 
tional facilities. Construction costs of the aqueduct system would total $7,- 
216,000, of which $1,094,000 would be allocable tothe Tinker Air Force Base. 
Ourrent costs would not differ significantly from those estimates. 

©. H. Guernsey & Co., engineering consultants to the project cities, esti- 
mated the construction cost of the central water treatment plant at $3,227,500 
inareport dated February 1959. 

Thus, the total Federal construction expenditures under the joint develop- 
ment plan would be $12,920,000. Under the all-Federal plan, they would be 
$19 042,000. 

If adequate funds are available for construction and no unforeseen delays 
occur, the dam and reservoir could be built in 4 years. All necessary work on 
the pumping plants and pipelines which constitute the aqueduct system and the 
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water treatment plan could be completed within the same period. Thus con 
.tingent upon adequacy of Little River streamflows for reservoir filling, project 
water could be available for delivery by the end of the fourth year following 
authorization. ; 

Annual costs of operation, maintenance, and replacement of the dam and 
reservoir are estimated at $22,200 annually on the basis of current prices, This 
is exclusive of the costs of the recreational and fish and wildlife aspects of the 
plan, which would be responsibilit:es of the State agencies adininistering the 
reservoir lands for those purposes. Comparable costs of the aqueduct system 
are estimated at $133,600. Of this amount, $29,500 is deemed assignable to 
Tinker Air Force Base. 

The engineer. ng consultants of the project cities have estimated the cost of 
water treatment at 4.9 cents per 1,000 gallons of treated water. On the basis 
of Bureau of Reclamation estimates of water deliveries, this would amount to 
an average annual cost of $307,000. 

The estimated costs of construction of the Norman Dam and Reservoir 
together with appropriate interest during construction, have been allocated 
among the project purposes using the separable costs-remaining benefits method 
as follows: 


Construction Interest during | Total Federal 
Purpose expenditures construction construction 
cost 
Municipal and industrial water supply------- ual $5, 876, 000 $248, 000 | $6, 124, 000 
Flood control : 3, 275, 000 | 129, 000 | 3, 404, 000 
Fish and wildlife ae ste Jog ees ee lh oe 2,3°0, 000 | 91,000 | 2, 451, 000 
Recreation..--__- bac 315, 000 | 0 315,000 
ree sa etl PSD Meee Cedi Lk 0 et | 11, 826, 000 468, 000 12, 204, D00 
i 


Of the $6,124,000 allocated to municipal and industrial water supply, $4,851,100 
is assignable to the project cities and $1,278,900 to Tinker Air Force Base. 

The Federal construction cost of the aqueduct system, including interest dur- 
ing construction, would be $1,120,000 under the joint development plan and 
$7,384,000 under the all-Federal plan. Thus, the total Federal construction cost 
would be $13,414,000 and $19,678,000 under the alternate plans. 

The costs allocated to flood control, fish and wildlife and recreation, and 
Tinker Air Force Base are proposed to be nonreimbursable obligations of the 
Federal Government. 

If the project organization operates and maintains the reservoir, it shou'd be 
given credit for the reasonable capitalized equivalent of the operation and main- 
tenance costs assignable to nonreimbursable purposes of flood control and fish 
and wildlife. These credits would total $374,400. 

Thus, the initial repayment obligation of the project cities would total 
$4,476,700 under the joint development plan and $10,740,700 under the all-Federal 
plan. 

We have prepared payout schedules to show the annual amounts the cities 
would have to pay. In preparing these schedules we have considered under 
what circumstances the cities could retire the investment they would have to 
make in the aqueduct system, as well as the costs of the necessary water treat- 
ment plant. These indicate that on the estimated schedule of water deliveries, 
water delivered to the project cities would initially cost about 25 cents per 
1,000 gallons under joint development and about 19 cents under the all-Federal 
plan. The unit water cost under both schedules would be about 13 cents ‘per 
1,000 gallons after retirement, over a 30-year period, of the private bonds re 
quired to finance construction of the aqueduct system and water treatment 
plant. The schedules would extend over 40 and 50 years, resnectively. They 
do not include any revenues which might accrue to the Central Oklahoma Master 
Conservancy District from the sale of water to Oklahoma City on an interim 
basis during the early years of project operation. 
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Construction of the proposed works would be fully justified by the ratios of 
penefits to costs, w hich would be in excess of 2 to 1 under either plan. Annual 
equivalent benefits and costs are tabulated as follows: 


ee es 
Joint devel- | All-Federal 


opment 
| 
ices _ —_—— . eee EEE 
| 


Annual benefits (tot: il): 


Municipal and industrial-------~-- aipccee Eh bc aaten $008, 900 | 1 
yod control_- onaatets ie ae om z 197, 200 97, 200 
el P i Ab : 110, 000 110, 000 
Fish and wildlife . staietah : 190, 100 | 190, 100 
Agricultural losses ; ; —58, 400 | 58, 400 
Total a vane i ai ee ; 1, 242, 800 | 1, 770, 20 
al economic costs 
Annual e : es i i ae era eee m as 547, 100 872, 100 
50-year - - - Sh 
100-year- - - - — . ‘ ‘ ae 7 443, 800 719, 000 
Beneit-cost ratios sel 
5)-y2ar-_------ ; ania sn wad bane deanaeaa At 2.27 | 2. 03 
100-year he deevtnene —— a (pnubenehiitewaes 2. 80 | 2. 46 





In accoradnce with the laws of Oklahoma and in compliance with request 
of the project interests, the Secretary of the Interior on April 6, 1953, requested 
that all unappropriated waters in the Little River and its tributaries originating 
above the Cleveland-Pottawatomie County line, which is roughly the Norman 
site, be withdrawn from appropriation. The Oklahoma Planning and Resources 
Board on May 11, 1953, made such withdrawal and on November 1, 1954, con- 
firmed that such action reserved the withdrawn waters for the Norman proj- 
ect. Action has been initiated by local interests to secure an adjudication of 
water rights of the Little River and a suit has been filed in the Oklahoma district 
court of appropriate jurisdiction. 

The Central Oklahoma Master Conservancy District was formed by the cities 
of Norman, Midwest City, and Del City. These cities engaged the firm of C. H. 
Guernsey & Co. to appraise their water situation independently and to advise 
them concerning participation in the Norman project. Mr. Guernsey, in report- 
ing to the association, recommended development of the surface water supply 
through participation in a federally financed Norman project. He also recom- 
mended that the most practical method for the project cities to avail themselves 
of this project would be the formation of a master conservancy district. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Aspinall, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Aspinauu. I will take time for just two questions at this time 
and then ask my chairman to permit me to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

On page 6 of your statement, Mr. Palmer, you make reference to 
the Water Supply Act of 1958 and the benefits that may be attained 
under that act. I am inclined to be quite sympathetic to the posi- 
tions taken by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. I do not say that 
I agree with him at this time, but I am inclined to be quite 
sympathetic. 

As far as the question he propounded to our colleague from Okla- 

1 
homa, Mr. Morris, a question which could not have been answered too 
well on the spur of the moment, because the reason why the Reclama- 
tion Act does not go to the nonrecl: amation States is because of the 
fact that Eastern States do not make direct contributions to the 
reclamation fund. 

I know that does not satisfy my colleague from Pennsylvania, Mr. 
Saylor, to any great extent, but that is basic. 
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Do I understand in your reference to the Water Supply Act of 1958 
which was passed without too much consideration, I am sorry to 
say, by Congress, at least in my opinion, that the benefits to which 
Mr. Saylor makes references can be secured by nonreclamation States 
in Army Engineer programs or in programs furthered by the De. 
partment of Defense? Isthat your understanding? 

Mr. Parmer. That is my understanding, Mr. Aspinall; that section 
3 of Public Law 85-500 specifically provides for the development of 
municipal water supplies and even permits the building of capacit 
in facilities for deferred use or use that will develop in a future period 
of time. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I am not going into that act at this time because it 
would take too much of our morning’s time for it. But there igs q 
different philosophy that is back of that act than there is back of the 
Reclamation Act; is that not right ¢ 

Mr. Patmer. Yes sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Because the contribution asked of local interests js 
entirely different, as I understand it, than it is in reclamation law, ] 
may have more to say about that tomorrow. 

In your statement at the bottom of page 7 and the top of page 8, 
you have a statement: 

The full repayment of the reimbursible costs under either plan may be ex- 
pected within a 50-year period. 

Do I understand that that includes any development period, if any, 
in this project, or is it your understanding that when this project is 
completed that all use for which this project is contemplated at the 
present time can immediately go into effect and there is no develop- 
ment period ? 

Mr. Paumer. There is no development period as such contemplated 
for this project nor permitted under the bill. 

Mr. Asrrnatu. Then what this means is that we are giving special 
treatment to this project to get it within a 50-year repayment period 
rather than the 40-year repayment period which is permitted by gen- 
eral reclamation law at the present time. 

Mr. Parmer. There are two aspects of your question. The irriga- 
tion under general reclamation law has always repaid within 40 years 
other than - special act. The financial feasibility of water supply 
is generally computed on the basis of 50 years and in fact under the 
Water Supply Act of 1958 a 50-year repayment period is authorized. 

But in direct answer to your question, under the 1939 act a 40-year 
period for municipal and industrial use is provided; therefore, this 
case is a specific exception to the 1939 act. The proposal would be 
authorized under the Water Supply Act. 

Mr. Asptna. I will reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. Rocers. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Asprnati. Would the gentleman yield to me for one more 
question ? 

Mr. Saytor. Iam glad to yield. 

Mr. Asprnautt. I thought of the other matter I wished to bring up 
at this time. 
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Do I understand in the supplemental statement to which you made 
reference at the end of your basic statement, Mr. Palmer, that you do 
have some material relating to irrigation uses ¢ 

Mr. Patmer. No. We proposed to discuss that with the commit- 
tee during the course of the testimony. 

Mr. AspPrnauu. I will reserve that until tomorrow. 

Mr. Paumer. May I at this time simply say that the benefits to ir- 
rigation result largely from maintaining the gradient and levels of 
the river below the dam, permitting irrigation development and other 
agricultural development below the dam, but no specific project works 
for irrigation are planned or contemplated. 

Mr. Asprnacu. I understand that, but if you are going to advise 
this committee of benefits to irrigation, then this committee has a 
right to know what those benefits are. 

Mr. Patmer. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Asprnauy. And certain allocations of the cost of the project 
must be made to such uses. I do not want to go into this this morn- 
ing, because I want to read the supplemental statement first. 

Mr. Paumer. All right. 

Mr. Rocers. Let us suspend on that, then. Mr. Saylor, you are 
recognized. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Palmer, what year is this? 

Mr. Paver. This is 1960. 

Mr. Sartor. The reason I ask that rather facetious question is that 
in 1958 when the Department of the Interior and the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation presented their project report on this, they brought their 
costs up to 1954. In 1960 when they are presenting their testimony 
now they bring their project costs up to 1958. When do you expect 
to build this project ? 

Mr. Pater. That is a very good question and one that has caused 
us much difficulty ever since we started the planning process. 

The lag in time required between the time an investigation is run, 
authorization is secured through this committee and through the 
Congress, and the first appropriation is made, always has us behind 
the ball on our cost estimates. For this reason all recent authoriza- 
tions have provided the automatic indexing up of prices for cost 
estimates to meet whatever the general increase in price index has 
been. 

Mr. Sayxor. Actually, it is the hope of the committee that maybe in 
the long run the price index may godown. In the period the Bureau 
has been in operation since 1902, prices have gone up and they have 
gone down. 

Mr. Parmer. That is correct. 

Mr. Savior. Although we have never had any project costs go down 
as far as the Bureau is concerned. 

Mr. Pautmer. As a matter of fact, we have had many projects com- 
gen below the cost estimate justified to this committee. I would 

glad to supply the committee with a list of some of those projects. 
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(The information referred to follows :) 


Selected list of reclamation projects which have been built for less than the Cost 
estimated at time of authorization 





i 


Authorization 
estimate Fiscal year 
1960 actual 

Cost estimate 


Project 








Ss 
Preston Bench, Idaho_-_.......--- sihnensSncwengvekuthbateccudansece 1948 $453, 000 $450,000 
I a ocala a taectns chtindelvinv Ge bit oA Rete a 1948 1, 500, 000 849, 

Soeees, Cans ...........- 45, 577,000 37, 844, 433 
Piatoro, Colo. (Gan Lais Valley)... --..-- 2. so ences idk es cade 4, 200, 000 3, 871, 645 
American River CV project 59, 200, 0CO 49, 527, 158 
Palisades, Idaho 76, 601, 000 61, 679, 417 
Deer Creek powerplant, Utah_--- s 





sa catia te, tvivenh an 1, 400, 000 1; 025, 000 
Alamogordo spillway, N. Mex_- Peaapadadaeaegan deh emaese a 1954 1, 526, 000 1,044, 588 
I sh iis des asics whan svckcanes oARA AAA AAEENE | 1953 | 50,859,000} — 45\o11 419 
Se aaa inn cash alencdnnadaxbapemnnccanbageual 1953 4, 757, 200 3, 369, 459 
Haystack Dam, Oreg---.._-..__- Le seiee oe 1. 600,000 1! 345,000 
Palo Verde, Calif  ...-..--- piaciniehhe a aidinn cnedindeanithhibteni dann ada culate, 1954 7,099,010 5, 156, 

TOE ec ts co ae Se Pe ere lo nae toe banoocnne 1953 16, 982, 000 1], 283,299 


Webster Dam, Missouri River Basin project 119,097,090 11, 678, 000 
Kirwin unit, Missouri River Basin project 


1 24,037,000 19, 309, 000 








4 Definite plan report on authorized Missouri River Basin project unit. 


Selected list of reclamation projects which have been built for less than the cost 
estimated at time of authorization, with adjustments for rising prices 


—_————_- 


Authorization 
ENR index | Completed 
Project adjusted cost 
Date Estimate 




















Cachuma, Calif 


pine Ail iets ancbinmninciidbbencbiadbdate beutlghes 1947 $32, 310,C00 | $44, 037, 000 $43, 428, 469 
VWokione, Menmewiok, Woah... ...cccccconccndonccsssce 1947 10, 736, 000 16, 913, 000 13, 971, 514 
I as ca eka tees 1949 69, 534, 000 101, 260, 000 97, 500, 000 
Middle Rio Grande, N. Mex.._.............-..-.-..- 1947 30, 179, 000 51, 257, 000 32, 793, 000 
EG IN FRE i hts nace unubminndhasedunckicerkte 1950 2, 679, 000 3, 489, 000 2, 476, 685 
Talent Division, Rogue River, Oreg 


| a shqaesenkinnwilie 1953 21, 065, 000 25, 711, 000 24, 273, 000 





Mr. Saytor. Of course, you will have to revise your list a little 
because this is rather new and startling in view of some of the other 
reports your Department has had and submitted up here. I would be 
delighted to see them and I know the rest. of the members of the 
committee would be, Mr. Palmer. 

In 1958 when you submitted your report, you said that municipal- 
industrial water costs would be $9,881,000. In the report of the 
Department dated August 11, 1959, on the project, you said that you 
allocated the costs in two ways: First, if there is a joint development, 
the cost to the Federal Government is $7.244.000, and if it is an all- 
Federal development it will cost $13,508,000. 

Will you explain to this committee the reason for the changes in 
the figures between your 1958 report and your 1960 report? 

Mr. Patmer. Yes, sir, Mr. Saylor. 

The 1958 report to which you refer was on the basis of the 1954 in- 
vestigation. The new allocation is on the basis of the reappraisal 
report that I identified and discussed with the committee in my open- 
ing statement. 

Now, the difference between the all-Federal and the joint develop- 
ment plan can be identified on the map. Joint development provides 
that the Norman Dam and Reservoir be built as a solely Federal job, 
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and the major conduits, the two black lines going out on the map, the 
major conduits and pumping plants built along with the filtration 
jant as the contribution .of the conservancy district. The cost of 
the reservoir allocated to municipal water supply and the cost of 
Tinker Air Force Base share of the pipeline is $7,224,000. 

If the Federal Government does the whole job, that is the dam, res- 
ervoir, and the two major conduits and pumping plants, with the con- 
grvancy district providing the filtration plant, all of the distributary 
facilities, the pumping as occasion requires from the underground 
aquifers, the maintenance of the pumps they have built, the wells they 
have drilled and equipped—if it works out that way, then you would 
have a $13,508,000 Federal allocation to municipal water supply with 
the cost of the filtration plant and all of these other remaining facili- 
ties provided by the conservancy district and its participating entities. 

Mr’ Sarvor. So the record will be clear, Mr. Palmer, how at the 
present time does the Tinker Air Force Base, Midwest City, Del City, 
and the town of Norman get their water supply ¢ 

Mr. Parmer. On this map shown with dots are a series of wells 
that pump the underground aquifers in this area. These constitute 
the only source of water or the principal source of water for the cities 
in question and the Tinker Air aoe Base. 

As has been testified here by the Congressman from Oklahoma 
and will be further attested to by the representatives of the con- 
grvancy district who are here, the dangerous overdraft on the under- 

ound water supply there is causing much concern. 

The only available reasonable source of supplemental water in this 
area isthe Norman project. 

Now, because of the rapid growth increase and because of the dry 
cycle we recently experienced, we believe it will still be necessary to 
maintain many of these wells and to pump from them in periods of 
extreme drought. Let us summarize it this way: Under the present 
situation, the source of water is the wells that are dotted on the map. 
Under the project. conditions, it would be a combination of the yield 
of Norman Reservoir plus the pumping from the underground, 
aquifers. 

Mr. Saytor. Does the Tinker Air Force Base receive any water 
from Midwest City or from Del City ¢ 

Mr. Patmer. Mr. Barclay, do you have the answer to that? 

Mr. Barciay (pointing to map). These are the wells operated by 
the Tinker Air Force Base. There are about 28 wells in here at the 
present time. Midwest City has, 1 think, in the neighborhood of 23 
wells. 

Mr. Rogers. Could you talk a little louder, sir? 

Mr. Barciay (pointing to map). The wells in this area belong to 
Tinker Air Force Base. They are about 700 or 750 feet deep. These 
wells up in here are operated by Midwest City; these wells are operated 
by Del City; and Norman operates these wells in this area. Then 
they have put in another well here recently. 

All of these wells are about 700 to 750 feet deep except a few shallow 
wells up in this area. There is a cross-connection between Midwest 
City and Tinker Air Force Base, but Tinker Air Force Base has been 
getting-practically all of its water from the wells in their own in- 
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stallations. They have these cross-connections for safety factors, fire. 
fighting, and so forth. 

Mr. Saywor. Just to make sure the record is clear, Mr. Barelg 
since this is in Oklahoma, the only thing you produce from those 
wells you have described is water? 

Mr. Barciay. The water is the only thing there unless they pump 
too hard or drill them too deep. These are underlain with salt water 
and you can produce salt water if they are not operated right: 

Mr. Sartor. Now, Mr. Palmer, in your 1958 report you allocate 
$2,058,000 to flood control. Under your report of August of las 
year you increased that flood control to $3,404,000. What is the 
justification for that? 

Mr. Patmer. The same general justification. The increases in the 
price levels prevailing increased the cost of construction and also the 
value of the property deteriorated by flooding. 

Mr. Saywtor. The only thing which causes me to question that, Mr, 
Palmer, is that this has gone up over 50 percent and your other items 
have not gone up proportionately that much. 

Mr. Parmer. Mr. Barclay, do you have the figures there on the flood 
control allocation and the reason for the increase ¢ 

Mr. Barcuay. Yes, sir; I think I can explain that. 

The fiood control evaluation, the damages on the Little River below 
the dam, downstream, that Congressman Steed was speaking of, 
were evaluated by the Corps of Engineers in 1953 and were about 
$197,000 annually. That is annual benefits caused by preventing 
flooding below the dam. : 

In our initial report, the 1954 report, we discounted those benefits 
for what we called long-time projections back there and capitalized 
those values. In our current report, the reappraisal report, we used 
the flood damages evaluated by the Corps of Engineers in 1953 and 
we capitalized those values, without discounting them. 

Then the overall cost of the project has gone up some. There has 
been the increase of costs in the reservoir because of the structure 
being a little larger and price indexes have increased the cost of reser- 
voir somewhat. 

When you go back and apply the separable cost-remaining benefits 
method of allocation, the allocated cost to flood control goes up a 
little and also the water supply allocation goes up as do all the fune- 
tions. It has increased. But it is mainly due to the overall increase 
in the cost of the structure. That is the reason the allocation has 
gone up. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Barclay, I would like you to have for us tomorrow 
the figure that it would be in this bill if you used the $156,200 figure 
which you used in 1958. 

Mr. Barcray. All right, sir. 

(Committee Nore.—The information requested appears on p. 84.) 

Mr. Rocers. Let the record show that the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania was examining the witness at the time the subcommittee ‘ad- 
journed and the subcommittee will stand in adjournment until 9:45 
in the morning. 

(Whereupon, at 11:45 a.m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 
at 9:45 a.m., Tuesday, March 22, 1960.) 
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TUESDAY, MARCH 22, 1960 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SwuBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 9:50 a.m., in 
the committee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Walter Rogers, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Rogers. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation will 
come to order for the further consideration of the pending business. 
The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Saylor, was engaged in ques- 
tioning of the witnesses from the Department. 

Let the Chair make this further observation, if the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania will yield, that after the questioning of the witnesses 
by Mr. Saylor, and such questions as Mr. Aspinall may want to pro- 

ound, the Chair expects to hear the out-of-town witnesses, and then 
go back to the Department. 

You may proceed, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Palmer, why has the Bureau determined that it is: 
necessary to this project as part of the project to install water treat- 
ment works ? 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM I. PALMER, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER 
OF RECLAMATION; ACCOMPANIED BY D. R. BURNETT, CHIEF, 
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT; AND FRED GUGEL, BUREAU OF RECLA- 
MATION; M. G. BARCLAY, AREA ENGINEER, OKLAHOMA CITY; 
JAMES T. McBROOM, CHIEF, BRANCH OF RIVER BASINS; DR. A. J. 
NICHOLSON, BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES, DEPARTMENT OF 
THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Parmer. The proposal contained in this bill, and the report 
on the bill, would provide for the installation of water treatment 
works by the conservancy district. The installation of treatment 
works by the Bureau has never been proposed as part of this project, 
either under the all-Federal proposal, or under the joint venture plan. 

Mr. Sartor. On page 2 of the statement you said the project cities 
agreed, if required, to construct the necessary water treatment. The 
indication to me is if the towns do not do it, the Government will. 
This is certainly getting down to a very local proposition. 

Mr. Parmer. I believe, later on, in this same statement, Mr. Saylor, 
I pointed out that the water treatment facility would be constructed 
by the cities. In the long statement, it is mentioned in detail and the 
cost estimate is also provided. 

41 
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Mr. Sartor. In other words, it is not the intention, if this project 
is authorized, that the Bureau of Reclamation will build any water. 
treatment facilities ? 

Mr. Paumer. That is correct; we do not plan to build any treatment 
facilities. 

Mr. Sartor. On page 3 of your statement, which you read yestep. 
day, you state that after studying this project, between the time the 
report was filed in the 85th Congress, and now, you find that eyen 
with the increased size, the Norman Reservoir will not be adequate to 
satisfy the water needs of this area ? 

Mr. Patmer. That is correct. Under any plan of development 
anticipated to provide enough water for the next 50-year petit. it is 
anticipated that in periods of abnormal drought, such as I believe 
the 1956 period was, it would be necessary to pump from ground water 
to supplement surface supplies. 

In other words the plan would be, as I explained yesterday, a ¢o- 
ordinated plan of surface and subsurface development. 

Mr. Sayvor. Is there anything in your plans that would require 
the Federal Government to maintain the pumps which are marked on 
the map, which was referred to yesterday by you in your testimony? 

Mr. Pater. No, sir, Mr. Saylor. Again, in my yesterday’s testi- 
mony, I pointed out that this is part of the contribution of the local 
interests to maintain the pumps and wells in a standby condition, 
ready to provide water when needed. This would not be at the expense 
of the Federal Goverment. 

Mr. Sarwor. I notice at the bottom of page 6, and the top of page7 
of your statement : 


At the site such as the Norman site, the important functions of flood control 
and fish and wildlife can be accommodated concurrently with municipal water 
supply. The municipality normally cannot, nor should it be expected to bear 
the costs of these associated functions, as most of the beneficiaries of these 
functions come from outside the area, as differentiated from those who assume 
the repayment obligations. 

The question that I have to ask you, Mr. Palmer, on that statement, 
is why you have a different philosophy, or approach, to this project, 
this type of project, than does the Army Engineers. The Army 
Engineers have absolutely no hesitancy in requiring municipalities to 
pay for many of the functions-of a flood control project. 

Mr. Paver. If I might step to the map, I can explain that very 
easily. 

The project service area is located above the proposed Norman Dam. 
The flood control benefits accrue completely outside of the service area. 
They are downstream benefits that occur to areas below the dam. The 
peperspent entity, as such, is the area above the dam. Therefore, it 
would be, in my judgment, inequitable to require these cities to pay 
flood benefits that accrue to entities downstream, outside of the area 
benefiting from the municipal development. 

Similarly, in the recreational and fish and wildlife aspects, these 
cities (Norman, Midwest City, and Dell City) again are underwrit- 
ing pretty nearly the maximum portions of the cost of the project 
they can afford to underwrite, whereas Oklahoma City being the larg- 
est metropolis in the area and the other centers of population not lo- 
cated within the project, would benefit. from the fishing and hunting 
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and recreational advantages of the project. That is why that state- 
ment is contained there, and that is why I think it is a little bit different 
than some of the other situations where diking projects, for example, 
of the Army would require local contributions. 

Mr. Saytor. Who owns the Norman Damsite ? 

Mr. Parmer. It is still owned in fee by private parties. It would 
have to be acquired if the project is authorized. 

Mr. Saytor. Who owns the land that will be inundated by the Nor- 
man Dam ? 

Mr. Patmer. The same answer also applies here; it is owned by 
private parties. It is just like the acquisition of any other privately 
owned area. We would have to acquire lands to build the project. 

Mr. Sartor. And if the three municipalities that will be the bene- 
ficiaries of the water supply were to build this project on their own, 
they would be required to acquire the damsite, the land that would be 
inundated, also the water rights; is that correct ? 

Mr. Patmer. The water rights have been filed on, as I mentioned 
yesterday, and, of course, if we did not build, we would relinquish 
those rights automatically, but whoever builds will have to acquire the 
land for the dam and the reservoir. In that connection, Mr. Saylor, 
may I add that, again, referring to the long statement on page 14, 
you notice at the top of the page under “Agricultural losses,” there is 
a minus figure in the benefit-cost ratio to compensate for lands that 
would be inundated and revenues that would be withdrawn because of 
flooding by the reservoir. 

Mr. Sayvor. That brings me, then, to the next question. In re- 
sponse to Mr. Aspinall’s question yesterday, on the first page of the re- 
port which you read, you stated that this project, if authorized, would 
permit irrigation. Now nowhere else in your statement did you refer 
to irrigation, and now in your long statement you call attention to 
the fact that there will be an agricultural loss in the community as 
the result of the construction of this reservoir. If that is the case, 
how can you include in your statement that the construction of this 
project would permit irrigation ? 

Mr. Parmer. May I, at this time, reconcile the two positions? I 
would like tovreread the portion of my yesterday’s testimony dealing 
with irrigation: 

Also it would permit irrigation and more intensive cultivation of a limited 
area downstream from the damsite by minimizing downstream flooding. 


Again, referring to page 8 of the long statement that I had proposed 
to be inserted after my initial statement, this paragraph appears: “By 
controlling flood flows of Little River, the project will permit irriga- 
tion—— 

Mr. Sartor. What page? 

Mr. Parmer. Page 8, the last paragraph. 


By controlling flood flows of Little River, the project will permit irrigation of 
downstream lands which are presently subject to periodic flooding. These lands 
are in small isolated tracts totaling about 700 acres and are adaptable to private 
development. Their total water require:nents are less than 1,000 acre-feet 
annually. No storage capacity in Norman Reservoir is provided for irrigation. 
However, established water rights for 200 acres would be satisfied by seepage 
flows or reservoir releases. Inflow below the damsite would provide water 
supplies for the balance of the irrigable lands. 
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Mr. AsprnaLu. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Sartor. I will be happy to yield. 

Mr. AsprnaLtu. What was the purpose, Mr. Palmer, of making any 
reference at all to irrigation in this project ? 

Mr. Pautmer. This is a tangible benefit that we did not seek to 
describe or to evaluate in the benefit-cost ratios. 

Mr. Aspinatut. Then, Mr. Palmer, if there is a tangible value or 
benefit involved, then all policies of reclamation law, as far as I know 
suggests, that you should make some allocation of the costs of the 
project to that benefit. Is that not right ? 
~ Do you know of any such other project you have come up here on jn 
the last 57 or 58 years ? 

Mr. Pater. Actually, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the point and it 
is well taken. But there are in every reservoir basin lands that pump 
and use water 

Mr. Asprnaty. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Paumer. For which we have made no allocation. 

Mr. Asprnau. That is right, but you failed to take that into con- 
sideration in the consideration of the Curecanti project or some other 

rojects. Let us just be honest. This is not a reclamation project. 

here are not any real reclamation values involved. If there were, we 
would have to pay attention to the benefits. And this language is just 
surplusage as far as this program is concerned. Surely, it will hel 
them. That is the case of just holding water back of a dam which 
more than likely will help the river for a thousand miles, and some 
community might be benefited a thousand miles below the site of the 
dam because of flood control. There is no question about that. 

Mr. Parmer. That is correct. 

Mr. Asprnatt. After all, this language about irrigation, I am trying 
to support this legislation as a desirable project. But, certainly, 
I am not going to get up on the floor of the House and suggest it has 
any irrigation values because if I do, I am caught. My friend from 
Pennsylvania would take me to task immediately. 

Thank you, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sayvor. Again, on the statement which you read yesterday, Mr. 
Palmer, on page 7, in the second paragraph, you stated that Federal 
participation is justified on the basis of the influence of Federal instal- 
lations on population growth. 

Mr. Palmer, to me this indicates that the Bureau of Reclamation is 
not even being honest with itself when it comes up here and tries to 
give the increased population growth in this area as a result of the 
people in that area having work as a basis for the Federal Govern- 
ment for participating in or building this Norman Dam. Certainly, if 
we want to follow the pattern that has been established in this country, 
when a community grows, its responsibility grows, and the people in 
the community assume more and more responsibility for themselves. 
Where you have more houses and more people, your tax base broadens 
and you can do more and more things for the people in that area. 

The idea of coming in here and saying that because there are more 
people in this area, therefore it is the duty of the Federal Government 
to build them their water supply seems to me to show that the Bureau 





of Reclamation has not only scraped the bottom of the barrel, they 


are going completely outside to find some reason or justification, 
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because if this is the only basis that you have, then every town and 
every community in America that has had any growth could come in 
and justify a project. I would like to have your comment on that. 

Mr. Paumer. May I again goto. the map? I agree with you com- 
pletely, Mr. Saylor, on the basic premise that in every instance the 
town or city or municipality, or whatever it is, should carry the entire 
burden of this load, as far as it can, all by itself, with its own resources. 
To do this, all of this series of wells dotted on this map here, have been 
put in with the resources of the city or the cities in question, they 
have extended the pipelines and distributary systems, neg have pro- 
vided their own sanitary facilities, they have carried the load as fast 
as they can 

Mr. Sartor. Is that not the case in the cities all over the country ? 

Mr. Pater. Precisely. Now we have a situation where this [indi- 
cating] water supply is no longer adequate. It is impairing the 
security of the Federal investment here and the naval base, the other 
activities that are federally sponsored in the area. Without a water 
supply, this whole area falls of its own weight. So we are now pro- 
posing the development of this project to go hand in hand with these 
people who have carried this load as far as they can all by themselves 
to provide the water supply that is needed by capitalizing on the sur- 
face runoff of Little River at this point. We believe, Mr. Saylor, that 
the construction of the dam of size and type required is beyond the 
immediate financial ability of the-water ugers. We believe this is the 
reason that Congress enacted Public Law 85-500 and provided for the 
development of water. We believe that this is consistent with the 
other acts of Congress dealing with work of this type. This is a fed- 
erally impacted area, the people have done a fine job thus far. 

Mr. Sartor. Now what if this project is authorized, what will be 
the annual yield from the sale of water ? 

Mr. Patmer. Mr. Barclay, do you have the figures on that? 

Mr. Barciay. The ultimate annual yield of that reservoir itself, 
when operated in conjunction with the ground water, would be about 
24 million gallons a day; a little over 24 million gallons a day. 

Mr. Harry. Will the gentleman from Pennsylvania yield? 

Mr. Sartor. After one more question, I will yield. 

What will the yield in dollars and cents be ? 

Mr. Barciay. The annual payment on the Federal investment there 
will vary from about $371,000 a year to $516,000 a year. 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, when the project starts, gets under- 
way, you will get about $371,000, and when it is finally fully developed, 
you will get $516,000; is that right ? 

Mr. Barciay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Now I will be happy to yield. 

Mr. Hater. Mr. Palmer, you say this is a federally impacted area. 
What is impacted out there other than the Tinker Air Force Base? 
Isthat what is impacting the area ? 

_ Mr. Patmer. There are many other Federal programs under way 
In connection with the University of Oklahoma and in the city of 
Norman. The principal population growth in the project area is 
largely because of Tinker Air Force Base. 
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Mr. Hater. And you say that these cities are not in the finaneja] 
position to take over this project or do anything about it. Is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Pater. I said in my judgment the optimum development at 
the Norman site was beyond the immediate ability of the cities now 
existent there. 

Mr. Hatey. All right, now. You say it is beyond the immediate 
facilities. What do you mean by that? Do you mean it is beyond 
their financial ability to take care of this situation ? 

Mr. Pater. Just exactly what was brought out by Mr. Saylor, 
that the facilities that you would install now would have to take care 
of a population growth expected over a longer period of time. So, 
whatever they do now should be done with the thought in mind of a 
growing population. 

Mr. Harry. You know it is a funny thing; these people come jn 
here and ask for these Federal facilities or projects, and yet, the 
minute they get them down there, they suddenly become an impacted 
area, where they have got to have Federal assistance. I think we can 
solve some of this situation by just moving Tinker Field and puttirg it 
out somewhere where they have got plenty of water. I think that 
would solve that and I think in some of these other projects, before we 
put them in, we probably ought to take a long look at them and see if 
they have these adequate facili’ ies they say they have when they come 
in here and ask for these projects. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Saytor. I might say, in my own community, we have got all the 
water we need and if that is all the justification you have, we can 
move the Tinker Air Force Base and the Navy installation up to my 
district, and we will supply them with the water and at the cost 
already established, and Uncle Sam would not have to spend. $50 
million. 

Mr. Harry. I thank the gentleman for that. 

Mr. Sayror. Let me ask this further question: Of these two sums 
of money $371,000 and $516,000 a year, how much does the Federal 
Government have to pay ? 

Mr. Paumer. These were revenue figures, Mr. Saylor. This is 
how much the lecal people would pay to the Federal Government. 

Mr. Sayvor. All right, then. How much would it, cost the Federal 
Government to purchase its water from the Norman site? 

Mr. Barcray. At the reservoir delivered to the pipelines, raw water 
runs from about 10 cents down to 7 or 8 cents a thousand gallons. 

Mr. Sartor. Isthat for raw water? 

Mr. Parmer. It costs another 4 to 6 cents a thousand gallons to 
process the water. 

Mr. Sartor. What have you done with the money that Uncle Sam 
is supposed to pay into this project? 

Mr. Patmer. The only. direct. payments of the Federal Govern- 
ment because of Tinker Air Force Base are the million dollars plus 
that. would go as Tinker’s share of the conduit. That is specified in 
the report. 

Now, additionally, there would be an annual cost involved that 
would be paid to the conservancy district for the processing and 
handling of the Tinker specific water. 
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Mr. Savior. That is what I want to find out. What will that 
charge be ? 

Mr. Barciay. Treating the water depends on the period in which 
it comes on the bond schedule for the filter plant, but the maximum 
would be about 8 cents a thousand gallons; from 5 to 8 cents is about 
the treating cost. 

Mr. Sartor. And assuming that the Tinker Air Force Base does 
not increase 1n size, as far as population is concerned, what will that 
charge amount to per year? 

Mr. Barciay. I am not sure I understand that question. 

Mr. Parmer. He wants to know how much the water will cost 
Tinker per year in the event of the maintenance of the same market. 

Mr. Barcray. Tinker is based on a uniform delivery, not an in- 
creasing annual delivery, but the schedules have been compounded 
on the basis of Tinker’s using about 414 million gallons a day out of 
the reservoir. It is not an increase in yield, it is a straight annual 
amount. 

Mr. Sartor. What will the cost to the Federal Government be for 
4million gallons a day per year? 

Mr. Barcuiay. I can supply that information. I will have to look 
it up. 

(The information requested appears on p. 79.) 

Mr. Sayvor. Let me ask you another question, Mr. Palmer. 

Mr. Patmer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. In the report of 1958, you allocated $642,000 of the 
construction costs to fish and wildlife. How much have you allocated 
in your new figuring of this project to fish and wildlife ? 

Mr. Pacmer. I am having difficulty identifying the $642,000. The 
allocation we show is $2,451,000. 

Mr. Sartor. [amsorry. It was in recreation. 

Mr. Patmer. Oh, to recreation. We have provided, as I recall, 
only for the specific cost of the recreational facility installation. 

Mr. Saytor. Now—— 

Mr. Parmer. The present bill would leave that matter open, but 
the reason is that just the minimum basic facilities would be built at 
whatever the cost would be. 

(Cost. is $315,000.) 

Mr. Sartor. In your original report of 1958, you allocated $2 368,- 
000:to fish and wildlife conservation. - How- much have you allocated 
in this bill that is now before us? 

Mr. Paumer. $2,451,000. 

Mr. Asprnati. Will my colleague yield to me? 

Mr. Saytor. I will be happy to. 

Mr. Asprnati. Mr. McBroom, have you used the same formula, the 
same method of figuring these benefits, as you did in the Midstate 
project ? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. We have computed that on the basis of 
estimated use and estimated expenditure by fishermen and hunters, 
after the project is constructed. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Of course, the report is rather silent on the method 
by which you arrived at this figure. I have been trying to find it for 
the last 5 minutes. Could you not furnish, for the committee, a little 
bit more material to show how you arrive at your allocation ? 





48 NORMAN. PROJECT, OKLAHOMA 


Mr. McBroom. I will be glad to discuss it right now, if you wish, 

Mr. Aspinat. In the interest of time, I do not wish to go into that 
further this morning, but I think we should later. 

Mr. Sayvor. Mr. Chairman, the reason I have asked these questions 
is that it is rather unusual because in the report. which the Secretary 
sends up here to this committee, dated August 11, 1959, the allocation 
to recreation was shown as $315,000 and 2 years ago, it was $642,000, 
The allocation to fish and wildlife in the report which w 
here was $2,451,000 and in 1958 it was only $2,368,000. 

These figures have hardly increased in size at all, and I think ii 
would be to the interest of giving the opportunity to the other wit- 
nesses from out of town to answer questions along this line that I 
would like to make sure we bring the Department witnesses up here 
at a later date. 

Mr. Rocers. Let the Chair say this: The figures you indicated 
there, if you will just. wait a while, they can charge it all to recreation 
and fish and wildlife. 

Mr. Sartor. No; it is coming down. 

Mr. Rogers. The Chair does want to hear these out-of-town wit- 
nesses in all fairness to them, who have made a long trip. 

If the gentleman from Pennsylvania will yield, at this time, as has 
been stated earlier in the hearing, when the gentleman from Pennsy]- 
vania finished or suspended, with the departmental witnesses this 
morning, we will hear the out-of-town witnesses and then we will 
return for a full discussion with the Department witnesses. 

Mr. Haney. I will follow along with this agreement, but I do want 
these witnesses back. 

Mr. Rocers. These witnesses from the Department will be avail- 
able. 

Mr. Harry. They had better come back prepared with a lot of data, 
too, on this project. 

Mr. Rogrrs. We have from Oklahoma, I believe, nine witnesses 
listed and first is Mr. Harold Cooksey of Norman, Okla., president 
of the Central Oklahoma Water Users Association. Do you have 
someone with you that you want to appear at the witness table? 

Mr. Cooxsry. Not necessarily, although we have all of them here. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Rogers. The gentleman from Colorado? 

Mr. Asprnati. Are the witnesses who appear this morning all in 
support of the project ? 

Mr. Cooksey. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnau. I would suggest that you have them come up with 
this first witness, and after they have fiunished their statement, they 
sit around the table and we question them together in the interest of 
time. 

Mr. Rogers. Let the Chair say this: As he understands, the first 
four witnesses will have statements and the others will have brief 
statements, is that correct ? 

Mr. Cooksey. That is right. I believe there are six that have state- 
ments. We all have brief statements on this. 

Mr. Rogers. Why do not all of you get there where we can go 
through this very quickly? Mr. Jarman? 
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Mr. Jarman. The last two names on the list you have, Mr. Rose 
and Mr. Mathews, will not make statements to the subcommittee this 
morning, but they are appearing in behalf of the project. 

Mr. Chairman, may I also ask permission at. this time to introduce 
Mr. Max Genet, of Oklahoma City? He is the Director of the De- 
partment of Commerce and Industry of the State of Oklahoma, 
appearing 1n behalf of the project and would like permission to file 
astatement with the subcommittee. 

Mr. Roeers. That permission will be granted when we conclude 
with these witnesses. 

Suppose we proceed in this manner: we will hear the statement of 
the witnesses and then we will proceed to ask questions. So, you may 

roceed, Mr. Cooksey; the others will be prepared to follow in the 
order listed here. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD COOKSEY, PRESIDENT, CENTRAL OKLA- 
HOMA WATER USERS ASSOCIATION, NORMAN, OKLA. 


Mr. Cooxsey. Thank you. I have with me a statement from Mr. 
Frank Raab, who is the director of the Oklahoma Water Resources 
Board, which I would also like to file and have made a part of this 
testimony. 

Mr. Rogers. We will hold this statement for the time being, and 
act on the matter subsequently, as soon as we have had a chance to 
examine it. 

(The statement referred to appears on p. 58.) 

Mr. Rogers. You may proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Cooksry. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Harold Cooksey. I am a businessman in Norman, Okla., 
and I am president of the Central Oklahoma Water Users Associa- 
tion. 

On August 12, 1959, a statement was filed by me with your com- 
mittee in connection with the House bill, H.R. 7060, introduced by 
Congressman Jarman. Since then, the Senate has passed the com- 
panion bill, S. 1892. At the time this testimony was filed, it was 
suggested that only a few of the participants at the Senate hearing 
return when your committee considered the Norman project, Okla- 
homa. 

At a meeting of the board early this month, it was determined that, 
due to the urgency of the need for this project, most of the members 
of the delegation who were here last August would return in order 
to verify the statements then filed and to supplement them with any 
new evidence available. 

Since August 12, the Central Oklahoma Master Conservancy Dis- 
trict has been formed and Mr. D. H. Grisso, its president now, and 
Mr. Oscar Rose, 2 member of the board of directors, are here to 
testify today. 

In developing the Norman project, Oklahoma, Tinker Air Force 
Base was included as a participant. We understand that their inter- 
ést in this project may have been lessened because of the long delay 
In securing authorization for the project. This statement is not 
based on any official communication, and comes primarily from third 
party conversation. 
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However, there will be a surplus of water during the buildup 
period which will be available for Tinker Field should they desire to 
be included. The project cities who are members of the Centra] 
Oklahoma Master Conservancy District have informed the Bureay 
of Reclamation that they are willing to assume the added responsi- 
bility of the increased obligation, should the Tinker Air Force Base 
not request inclusion as a legal participant. 

The final details as to participation of Tinker Field can be more 
appropriately provided for after the project authorization and such 
time as repayment contracts are negotiated. 

We wish to emphasize that there is excellent financial responsibility 
behind this project. With three of the fastest-growing communities 
in Oklahoma as participants, it is expected that we will utilize the 
project from the beginning with an increasing demand for water 
following completion. 

Those of us here and the citizens of our district are grateful to you, 
Mr. Chairman, for arranging that we might be heard, and to the 
members of the committee for their patience and consideration. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you, Mr. Cooksey. If you will just stand by 
until we hear these others, we will go into the questioning. I am sure 
we will want to ask you some questions, 

Mr. D.H. Grisso, Norman, Okla., chairman of the board of directors 
of the Central Oklahoma Master Conservancy District. Mr. Grisso, 
if you will have a chair there, you will be recognized. 


STATFMENT OF D. H. GRISSO, CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF DIRECTORS, 
CENTRAL OKLAHOMA MASTER CONSERVANCY DISTRICT 


Mr. Grisso. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
D. H. Grisso, chairman of the board of directors of the Central Okla- 
homa Master Conservancy District and a banker in Norman, Okla. 

Testimony and evidence as to need and feasibility of the Norman 
project have been presented in great detail to this committee and in 
the hearing before the Senate subcommittee. The need of a surface 
supply of domestic and municipal water by the participating cities 
and surrounding area is real and acute. 

Our problems are many and seem to multiply on themselves but 
consist primarily of working out details of an arrangement be- 
tween the governmental units involved as to cost sharing and finane- 
ing. We are realistic enough to know that there are many political, 
legal, and financial aspects but all can be resolved. 

With respect to cost sharing, this project was conceived with three 
major Purposes in mind: First, the construction of a storage pool for 
domestic and municipal water supply; second, flood control; and, 
third, fish and wildlife conservation. 

The participating municipalities could conceivably finance and 
build a reservoir in the watershed out of their own resources on the 
short-term approach, but they could not include flood control nor 
provide other long-range benefits. The Bureau of Reclamation has 
wisely proposed a joint approach so that maximum utility may be 
made of the lakesite and make of it a complete and integral unit under 
the basin development concept. 
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The participating mumierpalities are, therefore, willing to accept 
and repay the total costs of the project, with the exception of that eee 
of the costs ascribed to flood control and such costs as are allowed fer 
fish and wildlife and recreation. The district will have an ever-ex- 

aiding market for the sale of its water and it will be able to reim- 
a the Government on schedule. 

A master conservancy district has been created and adjudication of 
water rights in the watershed is underway so that we can be in a legal 

ition to contract with the Department of the Interior immediately 
upon approval of the Congress. We respectfully solicit your approval. 

Mr. Rogers. ‘Thank you very much, sir. 

If you will just stand aside for a moment or two, we will go along 
with the other statements. 

Mr. Robert L. Bailey, Norman, Okla., State senator and attorney 
for water rights adjudication ¢ 


§TATEMENT OF ROBERT L. BAILEY, STATE SENATOR AND ATTOR- 
NEY FOR WATER RIGHTS ADJUDICATION, NORMAN, OKLA. 


Mr. Bartzy. My name is Robert L. Bailey and I appear before you 
as legal counsel for the conservancy district that is promoting the 
Norman project of central Oklahoma. 

Touching on the legal aspects of the project, there are two lawsuits 
now pending before the courts in Oklahoma. 

A. One lawsuit was filed in the creation of the Central Oklahoma 
Master Conservancy District. This district was created in September 
1959 under the authority of applicable State statutes and is composed 
of Norman, Midwest and Del City. This district will be the legal 
contracting entity whereby the project cities may conjointly contract 
with the Federal Government for the construction of the Little River 
Reservoir. This action is now before the Oklahoma State Supreme 
Court on appeal and when this appeal is decided it will clear up a legal 
question pertaining to the Oklahoma law authorizing the creation of 
the district. 

I might say to you that is a question concerning our law which the 
opponents of the bil said was a special law, and, of course, we say it 
isnot. Once that case is decided, it will, of course, create a district 
that will be safe from a legal attack later on. 

B. The second lawsuit pertains to the litigation of the water rights 
of those living within the project area. This case was filed in June 
1959 in the State district court, but the same case has since been re- 
moved to the Federal Court for the Western District of Oklahoma. 
The case is now at issue as between the project cities and those in- 
dividuals claiming water rights within the area. This case should be 
decided in the foreseeable future, and will assure this district of a final 
and complete determination of water rights, which will be necessary 
for successful project operation. 

With the disposition of these two cases, we will have disposed of all 
legal objections concerning the Norman project. 

There has been a great amount of work done by a lot of people, over 
a long period of time on this proposed water supply which is abso- 
lutely necessary for the future growth and development. of the central 
Oklahoma area. 
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Weearnestly solicit your approval of this project. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Senator Bailey, for your statement. 

Our next witness is Mr. Grover Morris, city manager of Norman, 
Okla. Let me say, Mr. Morris, I had a telephone call from an old 
friend of mine by the name of S. L. Patterson, who lives in Norman, 
Okla., so we are getting solicitations of approval of this project by 
word of mouth anc telephone communications, too. 


STATEMENT OF GROVER MORRIS, CITY MANAGER OF NORMAN, 
OKLA. 


Mr. Morris. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the com- 
mittee. 

My name is Grover L. Morris, city manager of Norman, Okla. I 
was appointed by the mayor and city commission of the city of Norman 
to appear before you in behalf of the Norman project, located from 

7 to 10 miles east of Norman. 

The mayor and city commission of Norman request that I conv ey to 
you their apprec iation for the opportunity to present to the committee 
our interest and concern in the Norman-project. 

The city of Norman has a population of approximately 40,000 per- 
sons and has set a trend of expansion which has seriously influenced 
our ability to supply adequate water to our citizens. The city of 
Norman is at this time dependent upon a water supply from wells 
pumping from the Garber-Wellington sandstone, underlying the area 
comprising the east portion of Nort man, and extending east of Norman 
some 15 miles, thence extending north beyond the city of Edmond, 
Okla. Due to the fineness of the sand in this particular os the 
yield of water is very low. The average well will produce 156 gallons 
per minute on a one-half mile well spacing. 

During the 7-year drought period, 1950 to 1957, the city of Norman 
was deficient of adequate water due to the serious lowering of the 
water table in the Garber-Wellington sandstone. During this 7-year 
period frequent. rationing of w ater was nec essary. 

The three cities comprising the central Oklahoma Master Con- 
servancy District obtain water from this same formation, and their 
problems have been similar to ours. The continued growth and con- 
centration of population within the area presents a serious problem of 
ground-water sources; therefore, the Norman project was conceived 
as a dire necessity to relieve the area of water shortage. The Norman 
project will adequately serve the city of Norman with water until the 
end of the 50-year repayment period. The central Oklahoma area is 
seriously short of water supply. We need additional water supply 
now to adequately serve our people and will need even more water as 
the growth of the area continues. 

For example, Oklahoma City has developed plans to go over 100 
miles into southeast Oklahoma to obtain water. The Little River 
reservoir site is the only site in the Norman area which is economi- 
cally feasible for development to supply sufficient quantities of water 
for the project cities. 

The fantastic national population explosion expected during the 
next 20 years will no doubt have its effect upon the central Oklahoma 
area. Our needs are very great. We have a satisfactory solution of 
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the water supply problem in the Norman project, therefore, we sin- 
erely and earnestly request: your consideration and approval of our 
osition. 

"Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Roeers. Thank you very much, Mr. Morris, and we will come 
back to you a little later for some questions. 

Mr. John Malone, secretary, Central Oklahoma Water Develop- 
ment Association, manager, Norman Chamber of Commerce. We are 
glad to have you before us, Mr. Malone. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN MALONE, MANAGER, NORMAN CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE, NORMAN, OKLA. 


Mr. Matone. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is John F. 
Malone, of Norman, Okla., and I am manager of the chamber of com- 
merce in that city. I also serve as’secretary of the Central Oklahoma 
Water Users Association. 

On behalf of the people of the three project cities in central Okla- 
homa, I want to extend our sincere thanks and appreciation to the 
committee for providing us the opportunity to present our case for 
the Norman Federal reclamation project, Oklahoma. A complete 
record of my statement concerning this project was filed with the 
US. Senate Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation in the hear- 
ings on S. 1892 during the Ist session of the 86th Congress. This 
statement has also been filed with the U.S. House of Representatives 
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

That statement was filed in August 1959, and, of course, our meeting 
today falls in March 1960. About 7 months have passed; however, 
there is relatively little change of circumstances to warrant any appre- 
ciable alteration in the statement previously submitted. 

The Nation continues to grow apace. The rural-to-urban migration 
trend has possibly increased. Some of our streams that were bone dry 
in August are presently flooding, but most of the water is running off. 
In the hinterlands of this country, we, too, are concerned with our 
missile program and the changing complexion of our national defense. 

But we are equally concerned with the problem of water conserva- 
tion and storage. This is not just a “grassroots” problem that can be 
solved at the county courthouse, or in the State legislature. We do 
not feel that we alone can successfully tackle this problem at the local 
level. 

It seems clear to us that Congress recognizes a Federal obligation in 
the regional development of river basins as essential to our national 
welfare. This viewpoint, we feel, is further substantiated by the Rec- 
lamation Project Act of 1939, the Flood Control Act of 1950, the 
Water Supply Act of 1958, and other enacted legislation which makes 
the Federal Government a responsible agent in the water resources 
conservation and development of this country. 

We respectfully submit, therefore, that Norman project, Oklahoma, 
which will provide municipal and industrial water supply, preserva- 
tion and conservation of fish and wildlife, flood control, and regional 
recreational benefits, is consistent with the policy of the Congress and 
should be authorized in the interest of the Nation’s welfare. 
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These few remarks I convey to you as secretary of our water users 
association and as a representative of the chamber of commerce jy 
Norman, Okla. This is the way we are thinking these days. Most of 
you, I am sure, are members of the chambers of commerce in your own 
home districts. Perhaps, you have undertakings similar to the Nop. 
man project in various stages of development. If you do, I can assure 
you that we are equally favorable to the successful completion of your 
projects. i 

Less than 3 percent of all the water that falls upon the earth is cap- 
tured and put to its many uses. This fact, we think, is a sad commen- 
tary on our highly touted “American ingenuity,” and we hope that you 
will help us to do something about it. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you very much, Mr. Malone, for your statement 

Mr. Robert Quinlan, city manager of Midwest City, Okla. If you 
will come forward, please, sir. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT QUINLAN, CITY MANAGER, MIDWEST 
CITY, OKLA. 


Mr. Quinian. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, | 
have submitted a detailed statement and I would like to read a short 
statement for the record. 

Mr. Rogers. This detailed statement you have here, Mr. Quin- 
lan 

Mr. Quintan. It is not the one I will read. 

Mr. Rogers. Is not the one you will read ? 

Without objection, it will be included in the record immediately fol- 
lowing the statement you will read. 

How long is the statement you will read ? 

Mr. Quintan. About a page and a half. 

Mr. Hatey. Reserving the right to object. 

Mr. Rogers. The gentleman from Florida reserves the right to 
object. 

Mr. Harry. Mr. Chairman, do you not think it would be more 
orderly procedure to withhold this statement for inclusion in the 
record for a moment, along with the other statements we have, so..we 
may have an opportunity to examine it ? 

Mr. Rogers. ‘That would be very well, except this: The Chair had 
asked these people to make brief statements and in the absence of that 
agreement, he would read this whole statement. 

Mr. Hatey. I withdraw my reservation. 

Mr. Rogers. The gentleman withdraws his reservation. 

Mr. Qurnzuan. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Robert W. Quinlan, city manager of Midwest City. I am here to 
testify for Senate bill 1892 in behalf of the official governing body 
of Midwest City. 

As some of you probably know, the history of Midwest City and its 
growth closely parallels that of Tinker Air Force Base and its growth. 
The city was incorporated in 1943, and at that time contained ap- 
proximately 280 acres. The population was estimated at approxi- 
mately 2,500 in the early part of 1944. Today the city has in its cor- 
porate limits 24 square miles, approximately 35,000 people, 28,000 of 
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whom are services by city water. Much of the area is not yet fully de- 
yeloped and could easily accommodate a population of 100,000 or 
more. ‘ . 

Our present available ground water source from our own past ex- 

rience cannot be considerable reliable. This view is supported by 
the report furnished project cities by C. H. Guernsey, engineers, and 
I quote: 

By 1965, the earliest at which the Norman project can be constructed, this 

will have increased to 24,000 acre-feet, of which the project cities and Tinker 
Field will use 14,800 acre-feet. It will be noted estimated withdrawals in 1965 
will equal the probable maximum possible recharge. 
Increased future needs as a result of population trends and the pos- 
sibility of exhausting our ground water source, therefore, have led 
the city officials of Midwest City to program and plan toward sur- 
face water. Since the early part of 1953, we, therefore, have thought 
only in terms of the Norman project for our future needs. The par- 
ticipation of the Federal Government, through the furnishing of 
financial assistance on a long-term reimbursable basis, makes this 
project feasible for Midwest City. If Midwest City, Del City, Nor- 
man, and surrounding environs are to continue to adequately support 
a growing area and the great Tinker Air Force complex by providing 
adequate housing and proper controls to maintain the present stand- 
ard of living, health, welfare, and safety for the citizens of today 
as well as tomorrow, we must have an adequate supply of water for 
tomorrow. 

The need to get underway on this project is urgent and delay could 
prove a serious problem, since the completion date by a delay could 
approach a dry cycle. The officials of Midwest City urgently request 
your favorable consideration in regard to this project. 

(The full statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE City OF Mipwest City, OKLA., PRESENTED BY RoBERT W. 
QUINLAN, Crry MANAGER, City OF MIDWEST CITY, OKLA. 


EXCERPT FROM MINUTES OF MIDWEST CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF MARCH 12, 1960 


Motion made by Councilman Conner authorizing the city manager to officially 
represent the city of Midwest City and offer testimony before the House Sub- 
committee on Irrigation and Reclamation in support of the Norman project, 
Oklahoma, as proposed by S. 1892, 86th Congress, Ist session in Washington on 
March 21 and 22, 1960. Motion seconded by Councilman Merriman. assed 
unanimously. 

HISTORY OF MIDWEST CITY 


As some of you possibly already know, the history of Midwest City, and its 
growth closely parallels that of Tinker Air Force Base and its growth. Midwest 
City’s original townsite and its original shopping center is located immediately 
north across the highway from Tinker Air: Force Base. The city was incorpo- 
rated in 1943 and at that time contained approximately 280 acres. The popula- 
tion was estimated at approximately 2,500 in the early part of 1944. Midwest 
City now encompasses an area of approximately 24 ' square miles. 

The population, by the Federal census in 1950, was 10,166 and as of August 1, 
1959, the population was estimated at 28,000, based on utility accounts. The 
utility account records indicate that the growth has leveled off somewhat to an 
average increase in population of approximately 1,500 per year during the last 
3 years. Due to recent annexations there is a very good possibility the rate of 





1In 1959, the city council annexed an additional 11 square miles to bring the total area 
to 24 square miles and a population approximating 35,000. 
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growth may again increase for the next 4 to 5 years, especially if the national 
trend of urbanization continues at approximately the same rate it has in the 
past. The area mentioned previously could very easily accommodate a popula- 
tion of 100,000 people or more. 


PRESENT SUPPLY OF WATER 


I will not attempt, in this presentation, to explain in detail our ground water 
source or any engineering data as this is covered quite thoroughly in other 
reports that are to be presented to you. 

Our present supply of water is obtained solely from wells. We have 23 
wells of which 20 are considered deep wells. These wells are approximately 
750 feet deep and if pumped properly will yield from 200 to 250 gallons per 
minute. If, however, an extended dry period is experienced, the above yield 
would be lowered after continuous pumping. Under the present laws and the 
restricted financial base in which cities must operate in Oklahoma, the principal 
method employed to finance new wells is the general obligation bond which 
must be approved by the taxpaying public at an election. As a result, the 
growth has continuously created the demand ahead of the supply and for g 
period of approximately 8 years the city officials were forced to ration water 
about every other year. The last time this occurred was in 1954. Since 
then we have drilled additional wells to get up to our present number of,23. 
Blessed with an unusual amount of rainfall and this increased supply, we have 
been able to avoid rationing. 

Our peak capacity at the present time is 6,500,000 mean gallons per day, 
which on the basis of 218 gallons per capita per day’ will accommodate a 
population of 30,000. It is therefore obvious that if we should experience 
another dry period at this time, we would again be forced to ration water. 


REEDS FOR WATER 
Present 


It is obvious, on the basis of the above-mentioned figures, that we will need 
to drill additional wells even if the Norman project becomes a reality, as our 
population will approach at least 40,000 by 1965. As you will notice by other 
reports, the population estimates vary, but I feel the above figure is very 
realistic and could prove to be conservative. Of course, with a ground water 
supply, we have to have enough wells to meet a peak day demand, whereas 
with surface water and the resultant storage we have more flexibility in 
meeting this demand. 

Not only is it expensive to produce water from our ground water source, be 
cause we always have to have wells to meet peak demand, but also our wells are 
rather expensive to drill and equip for the yield obtained. The last wells 
constructed in 1955, including pumps and pumphouses, but not including supply 
lines to holding reservoirs, cost approximately $20,000 each. 


Future 


Future needs, by population trends and past experience with ground water, 
therefore, have led the city officials of Midwest City to program and plan 
toward surface water. Since the early part of 1953 we, therefore, have 
thought only in terms of the Norman project for our future needs. This view 
is supported by the report furnished project cities by C. H. Guernsey in 
regard to ground water and I quote: “* * * By 1965, the earliest at which 
the Norman project can be constructed, this will have increased to 24,000 
acre-feet of which the project cities and Tinker Field will use 14,800 acre-feet. 
It will be noted estimated withdrawals in 1965 will equal the probable maximum 
possible recharge.” 

If Midwest City, Del City, Norman, and the surrounding environs are to 
continue to adequate support a growing area and the great Tinker Air Force Base 
complex by providing adequate housing and proper controls to maintain the 
present standard of living as to health, welfare, and safety for the citizens 
of today as well as tomorrow, we must have an adequate supply of water for 
tomorrow. The water supply problem is probably the most serious and per- 
plexing problem that faces the citizenry of central Oklahoma today. 


2?Two hundred and eighteen gallons per capita per day represent the peak usage. 
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The need to get underway on this project is urgent and delay could prove a 
serious problem since the completion date by delay could approach a dry cycle. 

Respectfully submitted. 

ROBERT W. QUINLAN, 
City Manager, Midwest City, Okla. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you very much, Mr. Quinlan. 

Mr. Ray Trent, mayor of Del City, Okla. We are glad to have 
you, Mr. Trent. 


STATEMENT OF RAY TRENT, MAYOR, DEL CITY, OKLA. 


Mr. Trent. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Ray Trent, mayor of Del City, Okla. My assignment at this hearing 
is to give you a general picture of the need to expand our source 
of water and to justify our request for Federal participation in the 
Norman project, Oklahoma, as set out in Senate bill 1892. 

First, I would like to point out to you gentlemen our problem. 
In 1948, Del City was an area of 320 acres, with a population of 
less than 1,200 people. Due to its strategic location in regard to 
Tinker Air Force Base and with the great industrial development 
nearby, Del City has grown in area to more than 4,000 acres and at 
present has a population of approximately 15,000 people. This 
represents 2 growth of more than 10 times the original area and 
population in a little over 10 years. At times, we were hardly able 
to keep up with the demand for municipal water. 

Our entire supply of water is obtained from wells. The wells 
range in depth from 300 to 700 feet, and are located in a structure 
known as the Garber-Wellington structure. Records indicate that 
since 1930 the water table in this structure has been dropping and, 
with the increased demand for water each day, it will in time deplete 
our supply. 

Since the beginning of Del City, water has been our major concern. 
Each new development within our city limits has made it necessary 
to search for more water. Del City, being located within an oil- 
producing area, has at times been forced to abandon water wells 
due to salt water pollution and contamination. The cost of lifting 
and storing ground water is expensive, both in initial cost and 
maintenance, compared with production and storage of surface water. 

We who officially represent the citizens of Del City feel obligated 
to seek ways and means by which we can assure the people of Del 
City an adequate water supply and not be faced with the constant 
dread of a water shortage. We are happy to join hands with our 
neighbors, Midwest City and Norman, in trying to solve this common 
problem. 

As proposed by Senate bill 1892, the Norman project, Oklahoma, 
is, we think, the most desirable method to solve the problems of the 
project cities, as it will supply the cities with a greater supply of 
water at a reasonable cost. 

In addition to the increasing consumption of municipal water, we 
are faced with the problem of furnishing water to 1,000 additional 
homes which will be completed within a year. 

The citizens of Del City do not feel that the Federal Government 
has an obligation to furnish the city with a water supply. However, 
we are desirous of the participation of the Federal Government in the 
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Norman project, Oklahoma; to the extent of furnishing financig] 
assistance on a long-term reimbursable basis, for the construction 
cost as allocated to the project cities. We appreciate your interest 
in this matter and sincerely hope this committee will Jook with favor 
on our request by approving the Norman project, Oklahoma. 

Thank you very much for this opportunity to appear before you, 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you very much, Mr. Mayor. 

Mr. Jarman, you introduced Mr. Max Genet; is that right ? 

Mr. JARMAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. Director of the Department of Commerce and Industry 
of the State of Oklahoma. You say he has a statement. 

Mr. JARMAN. In the next few days he would like to submit a state. 
ment to the subcommittee. 

Mr. Rocers. Is there objection to this unanimous consent request! 

Mr. AsptnaLu. Reserving the right to object. 

Mr. Rocers. The gentleman from Colorado ? 

Mr. Asprnatu. I have the usual reservation that it shall be examined 
by the chairman of the subcommittee and ranking member to see that 
it complies with our rules. 

Mr. Rogers. With that limitation, the statement will be received. 

(Committee note: The statement referred to was not received at 
the time of printing.) 

Mr. Jarman. Thank you. 

Mr. Rocrrs. We have another statement from Mr. Frank Raab, 
executive director of the Oklahoma Water Resources Board which 
was submitted in the first instance by Mr. Harold Cooksey. Let the 
Chair inquire whether or not the member from Pennsylvania has had 
a chance to look at the statement. If he has not, we will receive it 
with the same qualification as the statement received from Mr. Genet. 

Without objection, it will be received with those qualifications. 

We have another request from Mr. Albert Connel, of Anadarko, 
Okla., president of the Oklahoma Reclamation Association, and with- 
out objection, that statement will be received for inclusion in the 
record, with the same qualification. 

(Statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT FROM THE OKLAHOMA WATER RESOURCES BOARD, PRESENTED BY FRANK 
RAAB, EXECUTIVE DiRECTOR 


Pursuant to your formal notice of recent date relative to a public hearing 
before your committee regarding the authorization for construction of the 
Norman project located on Little River in Cleveland County, Okla., the 
Oklahoma Water Resources Board desires to submit this statement for the 
record of the hearing supporting authorization of the project. Complete 
technical and other pertinent information regarding this highly desirable 
project is available to the committee under House Document No. 420, 85th 
Congress, 2d session. Also available in this document, under page 126, is 
the formal statement of the State of Oklahoma regarding the official views 
of the State and the several State agencies who have an interest and a 
responsibility under Oklahoma law regarding water resources development. 

The State of Oklahoma, and especially the Oklahoma Water Resources 
Board, reaffirms its position regarding the desirability and urgent necessity 
that the Norman project be authorized for construction at the earliest prac- 
tical date. At the present time the city of Norman, Midwest City, and Del 
City are withdrawing their water supply from the Garber-Wellington for- 
mation. It is very evident that this ground-water supply will be exhausted 
in the very near future while the waters of Little River are flowing to the 
sea unused. Because of this situation the city officials and the citizens of 


abov 
interior, 
ject V 
re futu: 
cities ab 
torious | 
of ct 
ject 
veined 
fciaries 
vious! 
We w 
Secretar 
poard 
waters © 
Board é 
priated | 
the pro, 
Under 
js the | 
pleted a 
Unde! 
County, 
River | 
its effor 
We \ 
a mast 
be the 
costs pI 
We | 
has all 
project 
the col 
recommn 
The 
cooper: 


STATE} 


My | 
lamati 
and m: 

I wi 
mittee 

Iw 
will h 
shoul¢ 
togeth 

Nov 


cial 
‘lion 
rest 
vor 


Ou. 


ite- 


st? 


nat 
at, 


ab, 
ch 
he 
ad 

it 
et. 


CO, 
h- 
he 


NK 


ng 
he 
he 
he 
te 
le 
th 
is 
vs 


pS 
ty 
el 
“(l 


le 


of 


NORMAN PROJECT, OKLAHOMA 59 


above communities urged the Bureau of Reclamation, Department of 
interior, to make a survey of the possibility of developing a multipurpose 

ject which would provide, among other benefits, their water supply for 
the future. This survey report shows that through the cooperation of the 
ities above mentioned as well as the city of Oklahoma City, a very meri- 
rious project can be developed—one which will afford maximum benefits 
of which it is capable, beginning with completion of construction of the 
project because in most cases the full potential of a project is not fully 
realized for many years. Therefore, it is possible for water users and bene- 
fciaries to repay the cost on a schedule to meet the requirement of policy 
previously established by the Government. ‘ 

We wish to advise the committee that under date of March 11, 1953, the 
geretary of the Interior notified the Oklahoma Planning and Resources 
poard by formal letter that he would withdraw all of the unappropriated 
waters in the Little River Basin. The Oklahoma Planning and Resources 
poard acknowledged the withdrawal and has withheld all of the unappro- 
priated waters in withdrawal status, therefore, assuring water rights for 
the project. 

Under date of June 9, 1959, the Oklahoma Water Resources Board, which 
js the legal successor to the Oklahoma Planning and Resources Board, com- 
pleted a hydrographic survey of the water resources of the Little River Basin. 

Under date of June 30, 1959, a suit was filed in district court, Cleveland 
(ounty, under case No. 18,409, to adjudicate the water rights of the Little 
River Basin. The Oklahoma Water Resources Board pledges to continue 
itsefforts to complete the adiudication with dispatch. 

We wish to further advise your committee that at this time there exists 
a master conservancy district, provided for under Oklahoma law, which will 
be the contracting agency with the United States for the repayment of 
costs properly chargeable to the water user. 

We wish to further advise the committee that this is one project that 
has all of the necessary problems resolved so that after authorization of the 
project construction can be initiated without delay; therefore we urge that 
the committee give the request for authorization of the project a favorable 
recommendation for authorization. 

The Okahoma Water Resources Board pledges its full assistance and 
cooperation for the early construction of the project. 


STATEMENT OF ALBERT CONNEL, PRESIDENT, OKLAHOMA RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION 


My name is Albert Connel, Anadarko, Okla., president of the Oklahoma Rec- 
lamation Association, president of the Washita Basin Improvement Association, 
and manager of the Fort Cobb Master Conservancy District. 

I wish to appeal to you in bealf of the Norman project. I hope your com- 
mittee will act favorably on this bill. 

I would like to give you sime figures on the Washita project which I think 
will: help you to comnare with similar items on the Normon project. These 
should prove how well local people and the Bureau of Reclamation work 
together to do the best job and to get the most for a dollar. 

Now, this is a report on the Washita project, the Fort Cobb and Foss 
Reservoirs, which your committee approved for authorization about 3 years ago. 

The Bureau of Reclamation engineers’ estimated cost on the Fort Cobb Dam 
was $4,356,555. The successful bid contract on this dam was $3,318,431. The 
amount saved under the engineers’ estimate was $1.038,124. 

The Bureau of Reclamation estimate on the Foss Dam was $7,980,227 and 
the successful bid contract on this item was $7,351,557. The amount saved 
wider the estimate was $628,627. 

The Fort Cobb aqueduct bid was $17,000 under the estimate. Total savings 
under Bureau of Reclamation engineers’ estimate on the above items is $1,683,794, 

The Foss Aqueduct will soon be ready for construction and I am sure we 
will have a good bid on it. 

The quality of each job has checked very good and the cooperation between 
all parties has been excellent. 

Your committee has been very nice to my area and I am indeed happy to 
give you these figures which we hope may be of some value in comparison 
with similar items on the Norman project. 
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Flood control values have not been given enough consideration as to proper 
rating. For example, closure was made on the Fort Cobb Dam area jag 
April and in June this particular area experienced a large flood. The first 
real benefit from this dam was proven. The county agent of Caddo Coyp 
estimated “conservatively” more than $1 million in damage was prevented jp 
Caddo County because of the dam. We will have a larger flood savings tg 
show you when the Foss Dam is completed. 

Gentleman, I am sure you will see similar savings when the Norman project 
is constructed. It is the belief of a good many people in Congress that more 
consideration should be given to flood benefits in these projects. 

I am delighted to have the opportunity of bringing these few facts to yoy 
and to speak in behalf of the Norman project. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. Gentlemen, those of you who have come in from Okla- 
homa, if you will bring your chairs forward, I think we can get you 
all here. If you will be seated from my left to right, in the order jy 
which you testified, it will be very easy for the reporter to identify you 
and when questions are asked, different ones may want to answer 
them. 

Mr, Jarman. Mr. Chairman, we would like the record to show that 
Mr. Oscar Rose of Midwest City, a member of the board of directors of 
the Central Oklahoma Master Conservancy District, and superintend- 
ent of schools for Midwest City, as well as Mayor Orville Mathews of 
Midwest City are here in the group in support of the project, but will 
not make statements to the subcommittee. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you very much, Mr, Jarman. 

Let the subcommittee welcome these gentlemen along with the others 
and if they have any statements they would like to make on the sub- 
ject, we will be glad to receive them with the same qualifications as 
before. 

The Chair will recognize the gentleman from Colorado, the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the full committee for any questions he may 
have. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. 

First of all, 1 wish to congratulate each one of you gentlemen for 
your appearances in behalf of the project, to commend you for the 
brief statements which you have made in support, for stating your 
support of the project, and the need as you see it. 

I think it is one of the best presentations to that extent we have had 
before the committee for a long time. 

Mr. Cooksey, what was the meaning of the statement which you had 
at the end of your second paragraph ? 

At the time this testimony was filed, that is in the other body, it was suggested 
that only a few of the participants at the Senate hearing return when your 
committee considered the Norman project, Oklahoma. 

Mr. Cooxsry. At that time, we were told—— 

Mr. Asprnatu. Who told you? 

Mr. Cooksey. Probably Mr. Jarman and other members. I be- 
lieve Mr. Morris was in on the discussion, too, that we would only be 
required to have a few fellows up here, one or two, in order to testify 
as to the other testimony, and to answer questions and so forth. That 
is the purpose of that statement in there. We decided it was too 
important to overlook so we brought the whole delegation back. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The advice came from some of your own Members 
from the House of Representatives and not from the other body? 
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Mr. Cooxsey. That is right. May I clarify the fact at the end of 
the last session, with the hearing that had been held on the Senate 
side, it was my understanding that perhaps a fewer number of wit- 
nesses would be needed in the House hearing here and it is that infor- 
mation we passed along to these gentlemen. 

Mr. Asprnatt. I do not have anything to say to my colleague, 
except this: this body, especially this committee, stands on its own 
record. ‘The other body took care of this matter within one morn- 
ing’s session, 2 hours. You have already been before this committee 
one morning, this is the second morning and we will at least have 
another morning, and maybe another morning after that, in our ques- 
tioning of the Bureau witnesses. The reason that I say this is that 
there is an entirely different operation in this committee than there 
js in the committee of the other body. We have an entirely different 
responsibility. 

n this committee, we are favored by having some critics of the 
reclamation program. You would be surprised that some of these 

ple who ask questions which seem to be rather embarrassing—you 
would be surprised to know that what they are asking is not neces- 
sarily to show any opposition to this project, or any project, but it is 
to get the project in position so that we may carry it on the floor of 
the House. Keep that in mind and I am glad it has been cleared up 
that this recommendation did not come from the other body. 

Nor, Mr. Bailey, do I understand that in the lawsuits to which 
you have made mention in your testimony, that you already have 
access to the decision that is going to be rendered in the appeal? 

Mr. Battery. In which case? 

Mr. Asprnauu. All of them. 

Mr. Barter. I would not say that. 

Mr. Asprnati. That is what you said because your statement is 
founded upon some ability that you have to look into the future of 
that court and determine that it 1s going to be decided in your favor, 
at least as I read your statement. 

Mr. Barter. I would like to tell the chairman, I would surely like 
to have that ability, but I do not have. 

Mr. Asprnatu. So would I. I have been before several courts 
myself and I have been taken back once in a while. 

Mr. Bartry. Our position with reference to the remark I made 
was that the attack made on this legislation was that it was a special 
bill and we have a “White Mule” case in our State courts. 

Mr. AsPInaLu. We call them cow cases in Colorado. 

Mr. Bartey. We have that case wherein our court has already 

assed on this. So we feel rather confident they will have a like 

olding in this matter. 

Mr. Sartor. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Asprnau. Yes. 

Mr. Saytor. I would like to call the gentleman’s attention to the 
fact that in one hearing before the Supreme Court in Pennsylvania, 
I pointed out to them that just a few weeks before they had decided an 
identical case in which all you had to do was to change the name 
of the parties and my case was decided. A 24-page opinion of 
the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania went into great details to explain 
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why with the change of names it was not the same decision. So qo 
not count on it. 

Mr. Battery. Perhaps I was a little too optimistic. 

Mr. Asprnauu. The question that comes to my mind then, if these 
cases are not decided, as you desire, will that have any ill effect upon 
the bringing into existence of this project 4 

Mr. Battery. Let me tell you this, Mr. Chairman: I was the author 
of this bill in the legislature before. We have a session beginning 
the first of January. x 

Mr. Asprnati. You are having a lot of trouble down there right 
now, too. Go ahead. 

Mr. Barry. It is certainly our plan to amend this bill anyway, 
So we are going to remedy what could be a defect in the legislation, 
if the court should hold adversely to it. So if you will take care of 
this end of it, I will take care of that legal end of the situation 
down there. 

Mr. Asprnauu. At least, you can put a ot hg on the legislation, 
we will have to take care of it before we go ahead. 

Mr. Bamey. Yes, sir, we will. 

Mr. Asprnatx. The next question I have is directed to Mr. Malone, 

Mr. Malone, is your chamber of commerce a member of the national 
chamber of commerce ? 

Mr. Manone. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnati. What position did on chamber of commerce take 
some 2 years ago on the work and publication of an article put out by 
the national chamber of commerce criticizing many of us, I think, 
unduly, in the national reclamation program ? 

Mr. Matone. We did not take a stand on it. We have committees 
in our chamber of commerce that urge members of the chamber of 
commerce to take individual stands, to study cases, to study issues 
and to reach solid conclusions. So we of the chamber of commerce 
locally, do not endorse any particular issues. 

Mr. AsprnaLty. You are a member of the State chamber of com- 
merce also, are you not ? 

Mr. Matone. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprna.u. Did you advise the State chamber of commerce to 
take any position on that critique? 

Mr. Matone. Did we? 

Mr. Asptnauu. Did you advise them? 

Mr. Martone. No, sir. 

Mr. AsprInALL. Strange as it may seem, support or nonsupport of 
reclamation projects as far as House consideration is concerned, comes 
from the grassroots. Unless we can get the people at home doing 
their part for these projects, for this program, we are handicapped 
here on the floor of the House. 

Now, Mr. Trent, in your statement you see fit to make reference 
to Senate bill 1892, instead of the companion bill 7070. What was 
the reason for that approach ? 

Mr. Trent. Perhaps it was an error on my part. 

Mr. Asprnauu. I think it was so far as we are concerned, at this 
time, particularly, because we like to consider House bills, especially 
when we have such fine sponsors as you folks have from Oklahoma. 

Do you know that in Senate bill 1892 that there is a controversial 
section known as section 9 ? 
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Mr. Trent. No, sir. ; 

Mr. Asprnauu. I would suggest that before you make an outright 
reference like that, that you know what you are doing because we are 
oing to have some trouble perhaps on the Senate bill. I hope not, 

ause it is in my favor, but I have got two or three very fine mem- 
bers on this committee that may ask me some questions later on, 

That isall, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
yania, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sartor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ; 

First, I would like to join with the chairman of the full committee 
in commending you gentlemen for coming here and presenting us 
with a statement of your views. I want to assure each and every 
one of you that the questions that I ask I do because I happen to come 
from a State that does not get any of these benefits. The people in 
my State, when we want to have a public water supply for our cit- 
wens, just have to sit around and wait until we can get enough tax 
base to build it ourselves. So that is one of the reasons that I take 
a real jaundiced look at some of these projects out in the Western 
States which are solely for municipal water supply. 

Mr. Cooksey, in your statement, you stated that it is your under- 
standing that the Tinker Air Force Base might not be a participant 
and you stated this was not based on any official communication. 

Mr. Cooksey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. What evidence do you have that the Tinker Air Force 
Base might not be interested in this project ? 

Mr. Cooksey. Since this project originated, Mr. Saylor, Oklahoma 
City has built pipeline directly to Tinker Field. At the present 
moment, it is my understanding that Tinker is not using the water 
from this line, but that they do have it as a standby and they feel 
that their immediate needs and their foreseeable future needs are 
satisfied at the present time. 

Now this comes from and through Oklahoma City, not through 
Tinker Field. 

Mr. Sartor. Then, on page 2 of your statement, you have the fol- 
lowing sentence : 

The project cities have informed the Bureau of Reclamation that they are 
willing to assume the added responsibility of the increased obligation should the 
Tinker Air Force Base not require inclusion as a legal participant. 

Mr. Cooxsry. That is right. 

Mr. Sartor. When did you notify, or did these three cities in the 
Central Oklahoma Master Conservancy District, so notify the Bureau 
of Reclamation ¢ 

Mr. Cooksey. I suppose probably the most official notification—we 
have never written an official notification of it, but we have orally 
expressed it to them up here, since we have been here and to Mr. 
Barclay, some time prior to coming up. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Cooksey, is it the feeling of yourself as an individ- 
ual, and as president of the Central Oklahoma Water Users Asso- 
ciation that these three communities, Norman, Del City, and Midwest 
City, could purchase sufficient water from the Norman Dam to pay 
for this project ? 

Mr. Cooxsry. I think unquestionably, yes. 
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Mr. Sartor. One other question, Mr. Cooksey. At what rate of 
interest do you feel this project, if authorized, should the bonds which 
will be issued to take care of it bear? In other words, what interes 
should the Federal Government charge on the bond that will be neo. 
essary to pay for this? 

Mr. Cooxsey. I think under the bill, it is somewhere around 2,7 of 
2.8 percent, somewhere in that area. 

Mr. Sartor. You are aware, I am sure, of the fact Uncle Sam ig not 
borrowing any money for 2.7 or 2.8 percent. 

Mr. Cooksey. I know that is right. 

Mr. Sartor. Reading from the Water Supply Act: 

The interest rate used for the purposes of computing interest during construe 
tion, and the interest on the unpaid balance shall be determined by the Treagy 
as of the beginning of the fiscal year in which construction is initiated on the 
basis of the computed average annual rate payable by the Treasury upon its 
outstanding marketable public obligations which are neither due nor callable for 
redemption for 15 years from the date of issue. 

That rate, as you know, at the present time is above 3 percent. 

Mr. Cooxsry. That is right. 

Mr. Sartor. Now, do you feel that interest rate the people of your 
area can absorb and gayi 

Mr. Cooxsry. They can absorb a reasonable interest rate. We 
might have to reappraise and take a look at it, if it went up too high. 

Mr. Sartor. What do you think is a reasonable interest ? 

Mr. Cooxsey. That would, of course, depend on our water costs, as 
reflected in our water costs. 

Mr. Sayor. If you do not know this question, it is perfectly all 
right, I will ask some of the other representatives of the cities. But 
do you have any idea what the city of Norman and Del City and Mid- 
west City are now paying on their outstanding municipal obligations! 
I believe I should refer to the city manager here. I will ask hima 
little later. 

Mr. Cooksey. All right. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Grisso, in your statement, you stated that in your 
opinion, the participating municipalities could conceivably finance 
and build the reservoir for the watershed out of their own resources 
on a short-term approach, but they could not include flood control or 
other long-range benefits. 

If the three communities built a reservoir of their own, how would 
it be possible for this reservoir not to include some flood control 
benefits ? 

Mr. Grisso. I can answer that only by saying that it could not in- 
clude the maximum flood control benefits. 

Mr. Sartor. That, I might conceive, because you would not build 
it as big probably as the other type. 

Mr. Grisso. That is right. 

Mr. Sartor. Can you tell me whether a fish or duck could tell the 
difference between a reservoir which was built by your three munici- 
palities or one that was built by the Bureau of Reclamation? 

Mr. Grissom. I best not answer that the way it occurs tome. I do 
not think they would care. 

Mr. Sartor. Fish and wildlife have claimed that there are certain 
benefits that are going to accrue. 


NORMAN PROJECT, OKLAHOMA 65 


te of Mr. Grisso. I have to accept that, sir. I do not know how those 
Which | benefits are calculated. 
terest Mr. Saytor. The next thing I would like to ask you is that if people 
3 Nec. of that area, whether they come from these three municipalities or 
Oklahoma City, went down to have a picnic at the edge of a reservoir, 
7 or do you think that they could tell whether or not they were being bene- 
fted more if the Bureau of Reclamation built the dam or whether 
iS not or not these three municipalities built the dam ? 
Mr. Grisso. Let me yield to Mr. Cooksey, if I may. He is more or 
less a fish and wildlife expert on the delegation. : 
Mr. Cooxsry. Mr. Saylor, I happen to have served at one time as 
the president of the Oklahoma Outdoor Council and for that reason, 
— [would like to answer that question. — 
n the In Oklahoma, we have a little different attitude when they are 
OD its strictly municipal lakes, as far as recreation and wildlife benefits are 
le for concerned. In other words, we manage them a little bit differently 
from what the Federal Government does. As I understand it all 
Federal Government lakes are free access lakes. Our municipal lakes, 
where they are built by the municipalities, are primarily revenue lakes, 
your or in other words, fishing, hunting benefits, and so forth, are charged 
for by the communities. 
We Mr. Sartor. Are charged for? 
ugh. Mr. Cooksey. Yes. Does that answer your queston? 
Mr. Sartor. No, but it has given me a good idea. If you can get 
S, as away with charging for it, if they were built out there in the local 
municipality, why should not Uncle Sam, if he builds a dam, charge 
y all the people because they are going to be the same people, are they not? 
But Mr. Cooxsry. That is right. 
Mid. Mr. Sartor. Now, Mr. Bailey, one comment I want to make about 
ons! your statement, I wanted to know whether or not you were such a 
im 8 good guesser that you could outguess the appellate courts in these 
| cases. I wish you luck, do not misunderstand me. I always like to 
| know lawyers that win cases because they are the ones they talk about. 
a | They never talk about the ones that lose. 
nee 


But your statement is based, of course, upon the premise that you 
Ces win both of these cases 


I or Mr. Batter. Of course, this one case I refer to on the creation of the 

district, as I indicated a moment ago, we are going to amend the law 
= anyway, which will avoid the objection that has been made to it that 
tro 


it was a special bill. 

m The other lawsuit I refer to has to do with the litigation of the water 
ne nghts. I am frank to say that is a lot more of a problem than the 
first one, because as you know, there are many people who reside in an 


uild area such as this, and the law in Oklahoma concerning water is a bit 
unsettled, as it is in a lot of other States. I know the court will de- 
cide the question, I would not even attempt to guess in this instance 
the what they will do because I do not know. But I know they will re- 
uci solve it and will decide who does own the water and the water rights. 
+ do Mr. Sartor. Let me ask you just this question. 


What if the court should decide that. people own these water rights, 
. which will forbid their being impounded in the Norman Reservoir? 
Then what is the position of this project? 
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Mr. Batter. I doubt seriously that could happen. I think the mogt 
that. could happen would be to hold that farmer Jones would hay 
water rights and in that event, we would have to acquire those in 
some manner, under the right of eminent domain, which we could do, 
I might just say in connection with our law that we have a kind of 
a hybrid situation. We have the laws that apply in California, in 
some instances and in other instances, we have the laws that apply in 
your part of the country. So, we have got to resolve this thing any. 
way. 

This probably will be the case that will do it. 

Mr. Sartor. On the second page of your statement, Mr. Bailey, you 
said that there has been a great deal of work done by a lot of people 
over a long period of time on this proposed water supply, which is 
absolutely necessary for the future growth and development of central 
Oklahoma. 

Mr. Grisso says that the water supply can be built by the three 
local communities. If that is the case, will not the growth and de. 
velopment of central Oklahoma continue ? 

Mr. Batter. Mr. Saylor, this is the same proposed water supply 
whether built under this authority or by the three cities. And that 
will have to be done, because as has been testified to by the people 
here who are technicians in this business, this is the only available 
site within 100 miles of this area. 

Of course, the idea behind it all has been expressed more than once, 
We would like to build this reservoir to its full capacity, because of 
the way our country is growing, it would be absolutely a waste of a 
natural resource to build this to accommodate these three cities and not 
to its full capacity. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Bailey, I do not want you to get any ideas about 
running for Congress because I like very, very much the members of 
your delegation in the House from Oklahoma, but I want to say 
that for a fellow who can forecast in a lawsuit what the courts are 
going to do, can also tell us what the legislature is going to do, you 
have a good deal of perspicacity. 

Mr. Batzey. I am afraid it is going to be hard for me to live this 
one down, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sartor. Now, Mr. Morris, on the second page of your state- 
ment, in your next to last paragraph, you comment on the fact that 
Oklahoma City is going to go over 100 miles into southeast Oklahoma 
to obtain waters. 

Who is going to pay for that project ? 

Mr. Morris. I do not think they know yet. They have built the 
lake, what is called the Atoka Reservoir some 100 miles away, but 
no pipeline between the reservoir and the city. So this is a long- 
range plan of theirs, which they expect to actually obtain water from 
the southeast area in about 15 years. Therefore, that is the im- 
portance in our project, from the financing of our project, repayment. 
It is the important fact that they will take surplus water from this 
Norman Reservoir. 

Because the growth of our communities approaches the reservoir 
yield, in a period of time, and the fact it will satisfy a lot of their 
needs by the time we need it—they will have their project going by 
the time we will need that extra water. So, it works in very nicely 
together. 
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Mr. Saytor. What rate do you charge the people of Norman, Okla., 
for water ? ’ 

Mr. Morris. A pretty high rate. ‘ 

Mr. Sartor. That is not what I asked you, I asked what is the rate. 

Mr. Morris. The water rate in our city is within one of the high- 
est. We started out with a $2 minimum charge based on 2,000 gal- 
lons, which would mean $1 a thousand. They pay the $2 whether 
they use the 1,000 or 2,000. : 

Mr. Saytor. That is ona monthly basis? 

Mr. Morris. On a monthly basis. Then for the next 3,000 from 
9,000 to 5,000 gallons, it is 85 cents per thousand. It breaks on down 
until we get up to 200,000 gallons, we level off on a minimum charge 
of 45 cents per thousand gallons. I would like to go into that in 

ter detail if the committee has the time. 

Mr. Sartor. I would, too, because you are supposed to be in a semi- 
arid area out there and water is supposed to be at such a premium and 
jn my community, which is in Pennsylvania, where we have lots of 
water, we start out with rates that are about three times that. We 
think it is the cheapest thing we have. I just got notice, the other day, 
where the water company is going to raise the rates again and I have 
not heard anybody protest. I call this to your attention because some 
of us who come from back in the East, where we have to pay for water, 
are a little tired of this story that we are charging a tough price for 
water because we charge a dollar per thousand gallons. You could not 
live without that water out there and so it has got a great deal more 
value than a dollar. You are making money on it at a dollar? 

Mr. Morris. We are not; it depends on how you interpret making 
money. 

Mr. Saytor. You are not losing money on your water features, are 

ou! 

Mr. Morris. Our water system is a part of the general revenue that 
goes into the general revenues of the city. 

Mr. Sartor. Let me tell you, the city manager, if they are losing 
money on it, they had better take a look at it. This may be one of the 
reasons why you keep taxes so low—keep your water rates down and 
make a little money on that and raise the taxes just so you get enough 
money to run the city. 

Mr. Morris. I would like to remind you in our State the city com- 
missions and city councils cannot tax property for budget purposes. 

Mr. Sartor. Cannot tax property for what ¢ 

Mr. Morris. Budget purposes. 

Mr. QuintAN. For general fund operation purposes. 

Mr. Saytor. Cannot tax for general revenue purposes? 

Mr. Battry. Not for city purposes. We have ad valorem tax, but 
the city cannot. 

Mr. Sartor. I might suggest to you, Mr. Bailey, maybe that is a 
matter you ought to take up with the State legislature, and start look- 
ing for another source of revenue. 

r. Battery. That is one of the things our legislative counsel is 
working on right now, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Malone, the last paragraph of your statement says 
that less than 3 percent of all the water that falls on the earth is cap- 
tured and put to use. 
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Do you know that 90 percent of the snow and ice that fall on the 
earth’s surface fall in the Antarctic Continent, and that 5 percent falls 
on Greenland and Iceland, and the rest of the world shares 3 percent} 

Mr. Matone. No, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, if we get 3 percent, we must be putting 
all of it to beneficial use. 

Mr. Matonr. I agree with you, sir, that the statement refers to 
everything that falls on the earth and I referred to doing something 
about it in our country. I actually got this statement because | 
thought it had a certain significance in that it does point out that we 
are no doing as much about catching the water runoff as we should. 
The statement was made by Dr. George Reed, who is the professor of 
engineering at the University of Oklahoma and the director of the 
Water Resources Research Institute at the university. He has made 
quite a study of the water situation in Oklahoma and has published 
a booklet called “Water—Oklahoma’s Number One Problem.” 

I agree with you, sir, that my figures here, might, in the sense you 
mention, be a little bit misleading. Because I am taking into con- 
sideration the Arctic and the rest of the world. 

Mr. Sartor. You know there are many uses to which you put 
water. Navigation is one of them. If you impound it all behind 
a dam, you cannot use it for navigation. 

Mr, Martone. Perhaps the reference I should have made, sir, should 
have stated Oklahoma. We do have some figures and I am sorry I 
do not have them at my fingertips. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Sartor. Now, Mr. Quinlan, this question may have been 
answered in one of my prior questions, but on page 2 of your state- 
ment, you state: 

Since the early part of 1953, we, therefore, have thought only in terms of 
the Norman project for our future needs. 

If Oklahoma City can think of projects a hundred miles away and 
have gone out and built a dam in anticipation of their future needs, 
did you ever think about trying to make some arrangements with 
Oklahoma City for your future needs? 

Mr. QuINLAN. Sir, the facts, as we understand them are that the 
Oklahoma City project could be 15 years off. Now the estimated 
usage by expanding in the area is such that we will be withdrawing 
more water from our present source than a maximum possible re- 
charge by 1965. Therefore, we thought in these terms of the Little 
River project. In other words, I do not know whether I answered 
that question or not, but first of all, as far as Oklahoma City is con- 
cerned, the indefinite period in the future, and secondly, we would 
have no complete assurance of being able to purchase water from 
now on. 

Mr. Sartor. I might say to you, Mr. Quinlan, that I am afraid 
that either the city manager or the people in your area might have 
been a little negligent in not looking somewhere else, because you 
know there is no guarantee that this is going to be built. 

Mr. QuINnLAN. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. And maybe then instead of just looking to this proj- 
ect, you had better be searching for other sources of water. 
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Mr. Qutntan. I am sure if this project should not go through, we 

will attempt to work out a project with the other two cities in the 

ocation. 

ee | Sartor. I might also suggest to ye that in view of the fact 
that somebody has commented in this, if you drill these wells a little 
deeper that you get salt water, that you might be in touch with the 
Department of Saline Water down in the Department of the Interior. 
They are just installing a project. It might cost you a little more 
money for your water, but you might have the water right there that 
is available with a little treatment already to take care of your needs, 
without this reservoir. 

I call this to your attention so that you would not put all of your 
eggs in one basket. ’ 

ow, Mayor, you are the last one and I just have one question for 
you. On page 2 of your statement you state that In your opinion, 
this project is the most desirable method, as it will supply the cities 
with a greater supply of water at a reasonable cost. I want to know 
from you what you consider a reasonable cost for water. _ ' 

Mr. Trent. Reasonable cost is what has been determined in the 
drawing up of the cost to the project cities per thousand gallons, 

Mr. Sartor. Now, people cannot live without water. 

Mr. Trent. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Therefore, if it is necessary for them to survive and 
your city grows it may be necessary for them to pay more for your 
water ? 

Mr. Trent. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. And whatever they have to pay, therefore, becomes 
areasonable cost. Is that not correct? 

Mr. Trent. I imagine that would be right; yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. So that when you use the term “reasonable cost” it 
has several connotations rather than just the price that you are pay- 
ing for water in your community right now. 

Mr. Trent. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. I want to thank you all for your appearances and your 
statements and the answers to the question. 

Mr. Trent. Thank you. 

Mr. Rocers. The gentleman from Florida? 

Mr. Harry. Mr. Chairman, I, too, want to congratulate the wit- 
nesses on their statements here this morning. I think that the busi- 
nessmen and people out there in Oklahoma, in the first place, are very 
fortunate in having the representation that you have here in the 
Congress. If we did not love your House delegation here, I am pretty 
sure that this project would have been sunk by now. Because, I do 
not think that you have got too good a project here. Of course, com- 
ing from Florida where we have an abundance of water, [ might 
say to you, if you get short of water out there in Oklahoma, you 
might move down to Florida. We have an abundance of water at 
the moment. 

Mr. Cooksey, you say, first, in your opening statement that you are 
a businessman in Norman, Okla, 

Mr. Cooksey. Right. 
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Mr. Harry. Let me ask you this, Mr. Cooksey: as a businessman 
and taxpayer do you not have a little concern about the tremendoys 
ublic debt that we are piling up here for future generations to pay? 
ou and I will not pay it, but I mean do you not have some feelin 
sometime that maybe we ought to kind of pay as we go here, and not 
come to the Federal Government every time we think we have a need? 

Mr. Cooksey. I would have to answer that affirmatively, sir. On 
the other hand, I believe I might qualify that to this extent: I am 
speaking, of course, only for Oklahoma, and environs, but the or. 
ganized and orderly development of our water resources in that area 
is of such importance that we feel very definitely that it is something 
for the future to help to pay for. 

Mr. Harry. As the gentleman from Pennsylvania says, we some. 
times may not be as sympathetic as we might be because we have, ag 
I say, an abundance of water. On the other hand, we try to look at 
these projects as they come before us here and try to take first thin 
first. If the people of the community have done all they can, orth 
ably, we would be a little more sympathetic. 

Mr. Cooksey, on page 2 of your statement, you make the statement 
that the cities who are members of this Oklahoma Conservancy Dis- 
trict have informed the Bureau of Reclamation that they are willing 
to assume the added responsibility of increased obligations, should the 
Tinker Air Force Base not request inclusion as a legal participant, 

In your opinion, does that mean that the Tinker Air Force Base 
has indicated they might not even want in? With the wells they have 
drilled around the airfield out there, it seems to me like they have a 
tremendous number of wells. ; 

Mr. Cooksey. They do have. I think you must have been out when 
I answered that same question for Mr. Saylor. 

Since the starting of this project, Tinker Field has made connec- 
tion, or rather Oklahoma City has extended a line out to Tinker Field 
and although it is not being used, at the present moment—it is my 
understanding it is not used, it is used only for auxiliary purposes, 
if it is. This is primarily hearsay I am stating, because as a matter 
of reality, I have no official statement from Tinker Field other than 
their statement of 1957, when they were interested. 

Mr. Hatey. The final details as to participation of Tinker Field 
can be more appropriately provided for after the project authorization 
and at such time as repayment contracts are negotiated. 

That would seem to indicate that your statement says that this is 
necessary for a line of water to Tinker Field kind of falls by the 
wayside because they are not going to come into this thing under the 
best conditions until after this project is authorized and constructed. 

Mr. Cooksey. If you as a Congressman put them there, I would 
think they would, would they not, Mr. Haley ? 

Mr. Hatey. Mr. Grisso, in your statement, you state that partici- 

ating municipalities could conceivably finance and build a reservoir 
in the watershed out of their own resources on the short-term ap- 
proach. 

What is the situation insofar as the debts of these municipalities 
are concerned? Are they quite high? Taking into consideration the 
budget situation here in the Congress, the tremendous amount of debt 
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we already owe, do you owe more, for instance, in your city than we 
"ef 

Pee Cindeo. T am sure our situation is not unique, sir. I do not have 
such information at hand. I will answer generally by saying that 
since all three of these cities have been rather rapidly growing cities, 
that we have had to materially increase our bonded indebtedness to 
take care of not only water, but schools, and so forth. I have a state- 
ment in hand here that the bonded indebtedness of Norman as of 
June 30 was $2,245,000. That is the city of Norman alone. 

Mr. Hatey. What isthe population of Norman ? 

Mr. Grisso. Approximately 40,000. 

Mr. Hater. How much? 

Mr, Grisso. Approximately 40,000. I am being reminded that ap- 
proximately 12,000 residents there are either students at the Univer- 
sity of Oklahoma, but they are water users; or residents of an institute 
for the feeble minded there. 

Mr. Battery. But not taxpayers. 

Mr. Hater. Do you think one of the obligations of the Federal 
Government is to supply water simply because you have the Uni- 
versity of Oklahoma there? Is that a land-grant college, supported 
by the State of Oklahoma, or is it private enterprise, or what? 

Mr. Grisso. It is supported by the State of Oklahoma. 

Mr. Hater. Do you not think then that the State of Oklahoma 
ought to provide for a water supply where they build a State college? 

Mr. Grisso. They have their own water system, sir. But it is the 
water need from our aquifers now that is being depleted. We must 
do something about another source. That is this whole project. 

Mr. Hatey. Inasmuch as you have the bonded indebtedness, I be- 
lieve you said of what ? 1 

Mr. Grisso. Approximately $214 million, sir. 

Mr. Hatey. At what city / 

Mr. Grisso. Norman. 

Mr. Hatey. What does the city of Norman pay as interest on these 
bonds ? 

Mr. Grisso. Their last bond sales were a fraction over 3 percent on 
approximately 15-year bonds. 

r. Hatey. Mr. Bailey, I do not want to get into any argument 
with you because you apparently can forecast what the Supreme 
Court of Oklahoma is going to do. While, as I say, you have a very 
fine representation here in the Congress, you gentlemen sometime 
ought to furnish them with a little advice, if you know something 
about what this Supreme Court of ours here in Washington is going 
to do, because we can never tell. They change their position as the 
wind shifts and as the pressure comes down. 

Mr. Baier. I would like to say right there, Mr. Haley, that is 
a horse of a different color up here. The Supreme Court 

Mr. Harry. We have a gentleman who is driving through a so- 
called civil rights bill over here in the House and in a television 
broadcast the other night—and I want to say they immediately cut 
him off when he made this statement—in referring to the Members 
of the Congress from the South, said they were a different breed of 
cattle. We have been unable to determine whether we were short 
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horns or long horns. We think probably that some of us might bg 
Black Angus, but we do not know. 

Mr. Batter. Suppose the courts rule against you. You stated 
that you predicted that the legislature down there would take care 
of this matter. Have you any assurance that the Oklahoma Legisla. 
ture would just go ahead and OK something here to take care of 
the situation if your supreme court rules against you? 

Mr. Batter. I do not think there is any trouble at all there. We 
passed this bill before and the trouble was that we described this 
reservoir area in our bill which we should not have done. That 
does give it the nature of a special bill, which our constitution 
prohibits. 

However, in a case that was decided some 4 or 5 years ago, in 
a Grand River Dam authority case, a like situation, they held that 
not to be a special bill and we think, of course, they would not in 
this case. But, they might and to avoid what could oa and was an 
objection, we intend to amend our present legislation to avoid that, 
I do not think we will have any difficulty at all. 

Mr. Hatry. Now, Mr. Malone, you are the manager of the 
Chamber of Commerce of Norman, Okla. 

Mr. Matone. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hatey. You are all in favor of this project? 

Mr. Matone. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hater. Of course, the gentleman from Colorado has pretty 
well covered this situation in asking you if you all agree with what 
your national chamber and what your State chamber did, but I find 
that my State chamber and I find also the the national chamber 
of commerce, if I read the last report they have put out right, are 
quite interested in reducing expenditures and they keep calling on 
me to vote to balance the budget. Have you all got a different view- 
point down in Oklahoma on that so far as your chamber is concerned? 

Mr. Matone. I agree with you, sir, that the national chamber of 
commerce tries to get its members to follow a line on certain issues. 
We, in our chamber of commerce, as I explained earlier, have never 
done that. We do study issues through certain committees and we 
urge our committee members and the other members of the chamber 
of commerce to take their stand and take what they think is a good 
stand on an issue, but we do not try to give a blanket endorsement 
to any issue, as a local chamber of commerce. 

Mr. Hater. Of course, I realize that you cannot speak for the 
Chambers of Commerce throughout the Nation, but it does seem to me 
that usually the Chambers of Commerce want to balance the budget 
until a project affecting their general area comes up, and then they are 
all for that. That is just the Chamber of Commerce stand in each 
kind of a situation. 

Mr. Matonr. Yes, sir; I have heard this criticism before and I 
agree with you in part. But the chamber of commerce is made up 
of human beings and I am sure they behave like human beings be- 
cause they are individuals. However, we feel we should not say that 
we, as a group, stand for how every individual in that group feels. 
We have some businessmen and some farmers and a few preachers, and 
others in our chamber of commerce, in our particular chamber, we do 
not feel we can take a stand as a group and say that we represented 
individually each one of them. 
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Mr. Harry. Now, Mr. Trent, your city wants to build this project 
because you are having considerable growth out there. Is that sub- 
stantially correct ? 

Mr. Trent. That isright. That is one reason. 

Mr. Harry. I happen to come from a section of the Nation that 
probably is growing faster than any other part of the United States, 
and when you talk about this unique situation, because you are going 
to build an additional thousand homes, I might inform you that in 
Florida and in the congressional district I represent, during the last 
session of the legislature, which was only last April in Florida, a 
municipality was formed down there and you have to have 25 signa- 
tures to form one, and by using the bulldozer drivers and carpenters 
and masons and so forth, they finally got 27 signatures, and that was 
all the people there were in the town. 

Today, na have a town of 2,000 homes and they have not come to 
the Federal Government for one 5-cent piece. My own city of Sara- 
sota has had a tremendous and phenomonal growth, coming from 
12,000 to somewhere in the neighborhood of 60,000 or 65,000 people in 
the last 10 years or less, and we have felt that any services that the 

ple coming down there needed, and that includes schools, was a 
local obligation, we ought to take care of, otherwise, we should not ask 
the people to come there. I just throw that out as a statement and it 
requires no answer, of course. I think we ought to get back some- 
where along the line where people who have obligations, first should 
expend all of the resources that they have to take care of the people 
of that community. Otherwise, Mr. Mayor, I am afraid that in a 
very short time, you would not have to take care of any of these things 
because you are building up such a tremendous Federal bureaucracy 
here and such a centralized Government that finally you and I would 
not have to worry about it because it will all be done by the bureauc- 
racy in Washington. 

enever you do that, remember that you are going to lose a lot 
of freedom that has made us a great nation. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado, 
Mr. Chenoweth. 

Mr. Cuenowetn. Mr. Chairman, I want to join my colleagues in 
commending all of you on your very fine statements. I appreciate 
your interest in this project and the reason you are here. I might state 
that I am interested in a project of my own out in Colorado. I under- 
stand, with why you are so anxious to have this project constructed. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Cuenowetu. I would like to ask the Senator about this lawsuit. 
I see one of these suits is in the Federal court in Oklahoma. 

Mr. Batrery. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. How did the case get in Federal court? 

Mr. Batrry. That is a little painful for me to try to even answer, 
but one of the defendants in the lawsuit asked that the Federal Gov- 
ernment be made a party. Of course, we wanted to litigate the water 
right lawsuit in our State court because we felt that the decision of 
what the Oklahoma law concerning water rights might be should 
be decided there. 
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Mr. Cuenowetu. The Federal Government is not claiming any of 
this water, is it? 

Mr. Bary. These water rights at present are being held by the 
Department of the Interior, the Secretary of the Interior. They werg 
withdrawn under our State law and are being held. It is sort of 8 
trust kind of arrangement. Of course, that is how it got into Fed. 
eral court. The first thing they did was file a motion to remove to 
Federal court and that is where we are now. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. The Department of the Interior did that? 

Mr. Battery. The Department of Justice did. 

Mr. Cuenowetn. What is the issue involved in that case? What 
are you trying to determine. 

Mr. Battey. We are trying to determine what rights the people 
who live in the area might have as to water rights. We have a stat- 
ute, a withdrawal statute, which say, if you file an application before 
our water resources board you can, under certain conditions, have 
the right to withdraw water. 

Mr. CuEenowetu. You have the doctrine of appropriation? 

Mr. Battery. We have a hybrid situation, as t said before. Then 
we also have the old law which follows the California law, that is 
the person who lives on the stream has the right to use it. 

Mr. Cuenowetn. You have the riparian doctrine, too? 

Mr. Battery. We have both of them. So it is absolutely essential 
that this issue be decided, otherwise we will never know what rights 
these people have out in that area. 

Mr. Cuenowrtu. Have you ever had a case go to the Supreme 
Court? 

Mr. Batter. No, sir, and this is the first one. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. This is the first case on this subject ? 

Mr. Bary. The first case of this kind, yes, sir. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. You certainly do have a confused situation there. 

Mr. Battery. It really is confused and that is why we are happy to 
have it go, and we may go to the U.S. Supreme Court before it is 
over, because we must know what the law is. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. The Secretary of the Interior is insisting the 
Federal Government has rights to certain waters involved in this 
project ? 

Mr. Batter. Let me say, sir, we have a statute which permits the 
Department to withdraw all unappropriated waters. 

Mr. CuenowrtH. The Department of Interior ? 

Mr. Bamry. Yes. That has been done in 1953. And these water 
rights are being held, at this time, by the Department for the benefit 
of these project cities. Of course, according to their interpretation of 
the lawsuit, that gives us the right to be in the Federal court. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. You have a very unusual situation there. 

Mr. Bamzy. [agree with you; it is. 


Mr. Cuenoweru. I wanted to ask a question about the Little River. 


Is that what you call it ? 
Mr. Barer. That is the name of the river concerned, yes, sir. 


Mr. Cuenowern. You had a drought, I see, between 1951 and 1957. 


Was the river dried up during that period ? 
Mr. Barer. No, it always had flowed water. 
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Mr. CueNoweTu. It was greatly reduced during that period ? 

Mr. Barter. Yes, sir. _ it 

Mr. Cuenowetu. I notice the original project called for a storage 
capacity of 107,000 acre-feet ; is that right, and you increased that to 
140,000. What about the capacity of the reservoir ? 

Mr. Bamey. It has been increased, yes, sir. 

Mr. CueNoweTH. Why did you increase it? 

Mr. Bamey. I would rather yield. I think I know, but I would 
rather not guess at this. I have guessed enough this morning. 

Mr. Cooxsry. This was at the suggestion of the Department of the 
Interior, or the Bureau of Reclamation in view of the fact that we 
were probably not developing this thing to the full utilization and so, 
consequently, the Department thought we should increase it so that we 
could have that added storage. 

Mr. Cuenowetn. If you encounter another drought period, you 
would not need such a large project, will you? During this drought 
period, if you had a dam, would you have had water in it? 

Mr. Cooxsry. Yes, we think we would. A few of our large lakes 
were dry. ee 

Mr. CHENoweETH. If you have people claiming water out of that 
river and this case should be decided in their favor, it may be a 
question they will have to take some water before you get it, and you 
might not have enough water. I was wondering how the drought 
would affect your project. 

Mr. Cooksey. That is one of the reasons this project also calls for 
us to continue the use of our ground sources, too. 

Mr. CuenowetH. When did you first start to consider a project 
of this type ? 

Mr. Cooksey. What do you mean by first? On this particular 
department ? 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Yes. 

Mr. Cooxsey. About 1948 or 1949. It has been considered for prob- 
ably 25 years or longer. 

Mr. CHENowetTu. For 25 years? 

Mr. Cooksey. Yes. 

Mr. Curenowetu. And has the Bureau of Reclamation come in 
and helped you on this or has any other agency helped you? Has 
the Army Engineers ever studied your problems there? 

Mr. Cooxsry. The Army Engineers came in and studied it about 
1938,.I believe. 

Mr. Cuenowetrn. What was their conclusion ? 

Mr. Cooksey. It was on a much smaller upstream arm of this 
particular lake. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. They would be interested primarily in flood 
control ? 

Mr. Cooxsry. It was flood control only. They did not think it 
was large enough to do much good, so it was consequently abandoned, 
Mr. Curenowetu. Do you have flood damages along this river? 

Mr. Cooxsry. Very much. 

Mr, Cuenowetu. What type of damages? 

Mr. Cooxsry. During the heavy rain periods that we sometimes 
have in Oklahoma—and you cannot tell just what time of the year 
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it is going to be—this river will overflow the farmland which is ye 
excellent farmland, and I would say that the average life of an 
alfalfa field, particularly along this is probably about 3 years. That 
is, in other words, the flooding will ground out the alfalfa and in its 
place will come up Johnson grass. So it is a constant fight in the 
valley to keep good agriculture going. 

Mr. Cuenowetn. All of the flood damages then are to farmlands? 

Mr. Cooksey. Primarily. 

Mr. Crenowetn. Is there any damage to city property ? 

Mr. Cooxsey. No. 

Mr. Cuenowetn. Or railroads or highways? 

Mr. Cooksey. Very definitely, yes. 

Mr. Cuenoweti1. What would those damages consist of? 

Mr. Cooksey. Primarily bridges and highways. I think there js 
only about one or two railroads that cross the valley. 

Mr. Cuenowetn. I notice you are charging about $3 million to 
flood control. That is a substantial amount, but it is a small part 
of the total project. I am wondering what those flood damages had 
been over the years. 

Mr. Cooksey. I think the Bureau can probably answer those ques- 
tions a lot better than I. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. When was the last flood ? 

Mr. Cooksey. Last year. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. What damages were done then ? 

Mr. Cooksey. Highway and agricultural damages, primarily. 

Mr. CueNnowetu. No damages to property ? 

Mr. Cooksey. Very little. 

Mr. Cnuenowetnu. Mr. Chairman, I think that is all. 

Thank you, sir. I have greatly enjoyed seeing all of you here. 

Mr. Rocers. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from Idaho. 

Mrs. Prost. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Cooksey, Mr. Grisso, Mr. Bailey, Mr. Morris, Mr. 
Malone, Mr. Quinlan, Mr. Trent, it has been a pleasure to have you 
here. 

Notwithstanding the theme of the questions, I want you to know 
the subcommittee is generally sympathetic to your hate and needs 
of other people in water matters and we will certainly give your 
statements every possible consideration. 

Mr. Jarman? 

Mr. Jarman. On behalf of our Oklahoma delegation and of our 
friends from Oklahoma, I would not let this opportunity pass without 
thanking you and the distinguished members of this subcommittee 
for your able and friendly reception of Oklahomans who have come 
a long way to testify on the great need our State has for this project. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Jarman. 

You know my district is bounded by more of Oklahoma than it is 
Texas or New Mexico. My wife came from Oklahoma. So Iamsym- 
pathetic to Oklahoma. 

The present plans of the subcommittee will be to try to get back 
into this subject perhaps Thursday afternoon at 2 o’clock, and Mr. 
Palmer, apparently we will not be able to sit this afternoon or tomor- 
row afternoon. We have another hearing set for Thursday morning. 


So. 
staf 


ing 


the 


vel 


very 
F an 
That 
its 

the 


ids ? 


8 is 


| to 
art 
nad 


[r. 


Ou 


WwW 
ds 
ur 





NORMAN PROJECT, OKLAHOMA 77 


So if you folks could be available about 2 o’clock, we will have the 
staff advise you in due time, so that you will know. 
Mr. Patmer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. _ 
Mr. Sartor. That will be on the assumption that the bill concern- 
ing civil rights will be over by that time? 

(Discussion off the record.) f wn si 
Mr. Rocers. The subcommittee stands adjourned until the call o 
_ = at 12 noon, the subcommittee was adjourned, to recon- 

yene subject to the call of the Chair.) 
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THURSDAY, MARCH 24, 1960 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 2:40 p.m., pursuant to adjournment, in 
the committee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Walter Rogers, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. AsprnaALL. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 
will now be in order for the further consideration of the Norman proj- 
ect, Oklahoma. 

At the time we closed the hearings on Tuesday, Mr. Palmer, Mr. 
Barclay and Mr. McBroom, and Mr. Burnett were on the stand and 
Mr. William M. White of the branch of River Basins study. At the 
time we went into the hearing with the witnesses from local communi- 
ties where the Norman project is to be constructed, if approved, Mr. 
Saylor was questioning the witnesses who are now before us. Accord- 
ingly, Mr. Saylor has the time and is recognized at this time. 

{r. Savior. At the time, Mr. Chairman, the local witnesses were 
called, we were discussing the activities between the project cost as pre- 
sented to the 85th Congress in the 2d session, and contained in House 
Document 420, and the project cost as contained in the letter to the 
chairman of the full committee, Mr. Aspinall, from the Secretary of 
the Interior, dated August 11, 1959. 

One of the questions which I had asked the witnesses was how much 
water did the Tinker Air Force Base expect to use. At that time, I 
believe the answer was that they expected to use about 4 to 414 million 
gallons. Then, I asked the question, what will the cost be to the Fed- 
eral Government to supply 4 million gallons per day to the Tinker 
Air Force Base, And, I believe Mr. Barclay stated that he would have 
the information available for us today. 


FURTHER STATEMENTS OF WILLIAM I. PALMER, ASSISTANT COM- 
MISSIONER OF RECLAMATION; D. R. BURNETT, CHIEF, PROJECT 
DEVELOPMENT, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION; JAMES T. McBROOM, 
CHIEF, BRANCH OF RIVER BASINS, BUREAU OF SPORT FISH- 
ERIES AND WILDLIFE, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE; M. G. 
BARCLAY, AREA ENGINEER, OKLAHOMA CITY, BUREAU OF REC- 
LAMATION; WILLIAM M. WHITE, ASSISTANT CHIEF, BRANCH OF 
RIVER BASIN STUDIES, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPART- 
MENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Barcray. Yes, sir. The question that the Congressman asked 
was the cost of annual operation and maintenance for providing 
about 41/, million gallons a day of water to Tinker Air Force Base. It 
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would be about $109,000 annual cost or about 7.03 cents per thousand 
gallons. That includes their pro rata share of the operation of the 
water treatment plant, which weuld be about $76,000 a year annually 
or 4.9 cents a thousand gollons, and the cost of operating the reservojr 
aqueduct system, including pumping energy would be $33,000 a year 
or 2.13 cents per thousand gallons. 

Mr. Saytor. Now this does not include the cost of some $3 million 
that would be written off from the cost of this project, being that part 
of the original cost allocated to the Tinker Air Force Base. Is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Barciay. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Mr. Sartor. Does this 

Mr. Barcuay. Let me correct that, Congressman. The cost of 
project works that would be assignable to "Tinker Air Force Base 
which would be written off would be $2,392,000. 

Mr. Saytor. Thank you. 

The annual cost, based on a 50-year amortization of 214 percent a 
year would be $84,400 a year or 5.41 cents per thousand gallons for the 
water. 

Mr. Saytor. Now, Mr. Barclay, if Norman Reservoir were built to 
supply only the three cities, namely, Norman, Del City, and Midwest 
City, would there be any reduction in the cost of the dam ? 

Mr. Barciay. There might be some reduction in the cost of the dam. 
It depends on the ultimate development of the site. There might be 
some reduction. 

Mr. Saunp. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sartor. I will be happy to yield to my colleague. 

Mr. Saunp. Thank you. Mr. Palmer, I wish to ask you two or three 
brief questions. How deep are those wells pointed out on the map! 

Mr. Parmer. They run from about 600 to 700 feet in depth. 

Mr. Saunp. If there was no provision made for additional supply 
of water for those cities and the base, how long do you think the 
underground supply would last ? 

Mr. Pater. The underground water supply is being overdrawn 
quite rapidly now. Technical estimates of the time that could be 
pumped at the present time, let me ask Mr. Barclay. 

Mr. Barciay. The actual period in time which the water sands 
would be completely dewatered has not been determined and probably 
cannot be determined but the sands are fine grain aquifers and on 
heavy pumping, the water table is reduced very rapidly and there 
is not much recharge that comes into the area. It has been estimated 
that the recharge is less than 10,000 acre-feet annually, somewhere 
between 10,000 and 12,000 acre-feet annually at the maximum. 

Mr. Saunp. Is there any other possible supply of water besides this 
proposed Norman Dam site available in the near future for those 
communities ? 

Mr. Pautmer. Mr. Saund, this is a difficult question to answer. 
There is always an alternate source of water, if you have to ship it 
in by tank car or you could do as has been planived | in that area, pump 
it in from the extreme southeastern part of the State. The Norman 
site, however, constitutes the most feasible and most reasonable alter- 
nate source for water currently available. 
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Mr. Saunpv. Let me ask you this question: Does this program com- 

ply with the provisions of the Water Supply Act of 1958, Public 
00? 

Mr. Patmer. Yes. There is an amendment suggested—the bill, as 
drafted, has a minor departure in the question of interest, but the 
proad terms of this would apply. 

Mr. Saunp. That is all, Mr. Chairman, thank you. 

Mr. Sartor. Now, Mr. Palmer, in the House Document 420, 85th 
Congress, which you have now before you, on page 21 appears an 
item which is marked “Construction costs”. I would like you to 
look at that table and tell me whether or not that table reflects the 


estimated costs of this reservoir as of the time of the submission of 


your plans to this committee on December 17, 1954. 
Mr. Parmer. This is correct, Mr. Saylor, these were as of March 
954. 
Mr. Sartor. Now, you will find on the extreme right-hand column 
the following items listed as “Total construction costs,” which includes 
the construction expenditures, plus interest during construction. 

Mr. Hater. What page is that, Mr. Saylor? 

Mr. Sartor. Page 21. 

Mr. Hater. Thank you. 

Mr. Sartor. Dam and reservoir, $8,325,000; reservoir pumping 

lant, $694,000; Norman pipeline $1,435,000; relift pumping plant, 
£54,000: Midwest City pipeline, $3,590,000; relift pumping plant, 
$129,000. Those items total $14,307,000. 

Now, there is an addition there of recreational facilities listed 
of $642,000, making a total construction cost of $14,949,000. 

My question to you is, how do you explain the difference between 
the items which you have there enumerated in detail and the items 
which appear on page 3 of the letter to the chairman of this com- 
mittee, dated August 11, 1959, Fred G. Aandahl, Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior. 

Mr. Parmer. In my opening statement, I mentioned to the com- 
mittee that between the 1954 plan and the reevaluation of that plan, 
conducted subsequently, a number of basic changes had occurred. 

One, it was found because of the intervening drought that it would 
be necessary to provide a reservoir with greater capacity in order to 
produce the desired yield. 

Two, the actual] increase in cost of doing the work. The indexing 
of estimated costs at that time. 

Three, the oil exploration and development in the basin had in- 
creased the estimated cost of land and right-of-way. And two other 
factors. Those being the principal ones. It takes a little recombining 
of figures to get between the table of construction costs as given on 
page 21 of the 1954 report and the figures submitted on page 4 of 
the record that was the second report. I would be very happy, 
while we are talking, to have Mr. Barclay work those out. There 
is one item, if I may have your indulgence, I would like to refer 
to, going back to the questions that you were asking about the 
time we broke up on Tuesday, that dealing with the $642,000 figure, 
that you have identified in your question just now. I told you, at 
that time, I was having difficulty in identifying that figure. Ac- 
tually it is the combined total cost of Federal and non-Federal de- 
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velopment in the recreation field. That was estimated to cost jn 
the 1954 report $642,000, distributed between Federal costs of $306,800 
and $335,225 non-Federal costs. Indexing those identical cost items 
up we now estimate that the Federal cost for the minimum basic 
recreation facilities would be $315,000, and the cost to the private 
developers, the concessionaires, the cities, the State, whoever does 
the non-Federal work, is now indexed up to $470,000, or the com- 
parison of costs is $642,000, as printed in the 1954 report, with the 
total estimate of $722,000 now, keeping in mind, again, that the Fed- 
eral costs have gone up from $306,800 to about $315,000. 

Mr. Sartor. If you have been able to tell us that you used the same 
index, how come the Federal contribution for recreational facilities 
only goes up from $307,00 to $315,000, or about 3 percent? In other 
words, I do not want the people out in Oklahoma to be let off, but you 
have allocated almost all of the increase in your figures to the people 
of Oklahoma. 

Mr. Pater. There is a very good reason for that, Mr. Saylor, and 
it is found in the fact that we allocate to recreation only specific costs, 
In other words, it would cost you within a few percentage points of 
as much money in 1954 to build a truck trail, an undeveloped, unim- 
proved truck trail, and the minimum basic facilities that we would 
propose to construct here as it would now cost. 

In the other items of allocation, you get back into the joint cost 
allocation. In other words, the cost of the dam and reservoir and 
right-of-way and all of these other things are apportioned to the 
other facilities. In the cost of recreation, you allocate only those 
specific costs that are to be borne, no matter who does it, but only 
the specific costs of recreation. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Palmer, the difference between the figures on page 
21 and the figure of House Document 420, the figures on page 3 of 
the letter of August 11 to our chairman are basically the difference be- 
tween $14,900,000 and $19,700,000. That is substantially a difference 
of $5 million. I, for the life of me, cannot understand how you can 
come to this allocation if all you have done was to bring your index 
up to date. 

Mr. Pautmer. As I mentioned, Mr. Saylor, one of the significant 
changes is in increasing the size and cost of the reservoir, as planned. 

Mr. Sartor. In that case, let us look at this—increasing the size of 
the reservoir. You originally list it as $8,325,000. What do you say 
it is going to cost now? 

Mr. Paumer. $11,979,000; in other words, in that one item, Mr. 
Saylor, the cost goes up from $8,325,000 to $11,979,000. 

Mr. Sartor. How much has it gone up on the reservoir pumping 
plant of $649,000 ? 

Mr. Barcuay. I do not have the reservoir pumping plant here. I 
can give it to you. I have the acqueduct system as a whole. I can 
give you the two factors. 

Mr. Patmer. Give the acqueduct system as a whole now, and break 
that down later, as we go. 

Mr. Barciay. The acqueduct system as a whole right now 1s 
$7,384,000—I will have to add this other up and I will give it to you. 
The old cost was $5,982,000. 
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Mr. Patmer. What is the new cost? 

Mr. Barciay. The new cost is $7,384,000. 

Mr. Sartor. Now then, you charged off originally to this project 
$9,058,000 flood control. You now charge off $1,404,000. 

Mr. Patmer. $3 million. 

Mr. Sartor. How do you explain that difference ? 

Mr. Patmer. Mr. Saylor, the second figure ? 

Mr. Sartor. $3,404,000. 

Mr. Pautmer. I believe it would be helpful if the basic principles of 
allocations were put into the record here and something of the 
formula we used was discussed. I believe Mr, Barclay has some mate- 
rial on that. I think it figures not only in flood control, but in fish 
and wildlife, and the other allocations. 

Mr. Sartor. We are coming to fish and wildlife next... That is why 
we have Mr. McBroom up here. We want to find out what formula 
he used. This has been one of the questions Mr. Haley and I have 
been wanting to get into for some time, and we are just leading up to 
Mr. McBroom. 

Mr. Patmer. While he is finding the material, let me explain to the 
committee generally. Starting with the end of the war, all of the 
Government departments embarked on the development of an alloca- 
tion procedure that would apply uniformly across the board, how 
much would you allocate to flood control if the corps computed it and 
how much you would if the Bureau did it. So we would come out 
with similar figures. In that evolution, a number of different tech- 
niques and procedures were developed and tried out. 

After 1955, we accepted the separable cost-remaining benefits theory 
of cost allocation. Bear in mind, there are many methods you could 
use. You could do it on the basis of alternate justifiable expendi- 
tures. You could do it on the basis of use of facilities. You could do 
it on various other methods of allocation. Now, in some of the early 
procedures, we attempted to crystal ball what might happen in the 
future. And some of those forecasts are pretty pathetic, I might add. 

Mr. Saytor. Nobody knows that, Mr. Palmer, better than some of 
the members of the committee who have had to sit here and watch 
you folks come up and explain some of your predecessors’ forecasts. 

Mr. Parmer. I mention this only because at one time we started 
with a procedure of predicting that we were heading for a decline in 
the economy, and that we were going back to a dollar more nearly in 
the late 1940’s level of purchasing power, and so forth. So we ac- 
tually discounted some of the benefits, some of the values. 

Between the dates of these two reports, we made slight changes 
in procedure in applying the separable cost-remaining benefits ap- 
proach, which is the method followed by not only the Bureau of 
Reclamation, but by the Corps of Engineers, and the Department 
of Agriculture, and the other agencies in the water resources field. 
I think this accounts for much of the difference in approach to this 
specific problem. 

T have asked Mr. Barclay to assemble some figures that would show 
the comparison of these items between the two reports and maybe this 
would be helpful to the committee, at this time 
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Mr. Sartor. The reason I ask this is that while your costs haye 
gone up in overall about 30 percent, including the increased size of 
the dam, you allocate more than 50 percent increase to flood contro] 

Mr. Pater. Yes, sir, that is correct. c 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, it has not followed any uniform 
pattern. 

Mr. Patmer. That is correct in terms of how the various functions 
share in cost. 

Mr. Sartor. That is why I am trying to find out what system was 
used in allocating each one of these costs. 

Mr. Patmer. This is why I asked Mr. Barclay to put some infor. 
mation together that I thought might be helpful. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


Comparison of reservoir cost allocations (separable cost-remaining benefits 
method) 
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1 March 1954. 

2 October 1958. 

. Based on annual flood control benefits of $197,200 as of 1953 prices discounted to long-term future estimated 
prices. 

4 Annual flood control benefits based on 1953 prices not discounted. 

5 Based on 50-year period of analysis at 244 percent. 

¢ Based on 100-year period of analysis of 24 percent. 

7 Excluding benefits, 


Mr. Barctay. House Document 420, 1954 report, based on allocat- 
ing a reservoir cost of $8,325,000, provided that $3,899,000 were 
allocated to municipal and industrial water supply, flood control al- 
located $2,058,000, fish and wildlife $2,368,000. 

Now the benefits we base those on were municipal-industrial water 
supply, gross benefit of $615,800 annually. Flood control was $156,200 
annually, and that is what we call the long-term projected prices, or 
discounted benefits. It was current flood-control benefits of 1954 dis- 
counted down to $156,000. And the fish and wildlife benefits in 1954 
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were $190,000. Then, in the current evaluation that you are dis- 
cussing that has a total reservoir cost of $11,979,000, the current 
municipal-industrial water supply annual benefits are $735,100. The 
flood-control benefits are $197,200, and those are 1953 prices. Those 
were July 1953 prices, and they were current as of 1953, but were 
not discounted. ‘They would be somewhat higher than that now. 
The fish and wildlife benefits are $190,100. , ; 

Mr. Sartor. Now, at that point, would you explain how in 1958 
reservoir-cost benefits you indicate that flood control only had a value 
of $156,200 a year, but that when you reappraised it to October 1958, 
you come up with a differential of $197,200 a year. 

"In other words, from 1954 to last year remain constant and then 
in the middle of the year, we add a one-third increase. 

Mr. Barcray. I do not follow you there, Congressman. 

Mr. Parmer. Mr. Saylor, I believe if I followed your question— 
and this was the point that I tried to lay a little foundation for and 
that Mr. Barclay mentioned earlier—this flood-contro]l benefit used 
in 1954 report of $156,200 was the then computed discounted worth 
of an annual flood-control benefit of $197,200. In other words, we 
have not changed that calculation over the entire period of time. 
This was the value of flood-control benefits provided us by the corps, 
except in the procedures in vogue in 1954 when the 1954 report was 
prepared, we discounted that figure anticipating that the long-range 
economy would deflate rather than inflate and that the $197,000 flood- 
control benefits shown in the 1954 report would be less than that, 
and at a figure that was picked up in the allocation process of $156,200 
over the long haul. 

Mr. Sartor. Let me, at this point, ask one further question. 

You have stated that between the 1954 report and the present re- 
port to this committee, that you have increased the size of the 
reservoir. 

Mr. Patmer. That is right. 

Mr. Sartor. Would you give us the acre-foot capacity of the 
reservoir as contained in the 1954 report ? 

Mr. Barciay. I will give you that information. The controlled 
capacity up at the top of the flood-control pool was 195,900 acre-feet 
in the 1954 report. That is the top of the controlled capacity at the 
top of the flood-control pool. 

Mr. Sartor. That is the pool upon which you estimated your flood- 
control benefits ? 

Mr. Barctay. The flood-control pool is the same capacity in both 
instances. It has not been changed. It is 75,000 acre-feet. That is 
controlled capacity. The maximum capacity in the old reservoir in 
the 1954 report, including surcharge for design purposes is 363,900 
acre-feet. 

Now the top of flood-control pool in the current figure that we are 
using, current report, is 230,140 acre-feet, and the maximum capacity 
up at the top of the surcharge pool in the reservoir is 398,190. 

Mr. Sartor. Do you mean to tell me that in arriving at the figures 
you have submitted to this committee you did not take into consid- 
eration the fact that there will be roughly 35,700 acre-feet more flood 
control in the new dam than in the one in the 1954 report? 
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Mr. Barctay. No, sir; there is no difference in the flood contro] 
capacity in the two projects. The difference in capacity is in the con. 
servation storage in the regulation for water supply. 

Mr. Sartor. You just told us just a minute ago, that you had jp 
the one 195,900 acre-feet. 

Mr. Barcuiay. That is right. 

Mr. Sayvor. And in the other you had 230, 140 acre-feet. 

Mr. Barciay. That is right, sir. But that is to the top of the flood 
control pool and in both instances that includes dead storage, your 
sediment storage, your water supply storage and flood control storage, 
All of those functions are included in that amount up to the top of 
the flood control pool. 

Mr. Patmer. What Mr. Barclay has testified is 75,000 acre-feet of 
space is allocated to flood control in either case. 

Mr. Sayxor. All right. These are figures that we are trying to 
analyze. 

Mr. Paumer. 107,000 to 140,900 is the increase in the conservation 
space assigned between the two. 

Mr. Saytor. You have changed your method of accounting trying 
to explain the different allocations to flood control. How can you 
explain the fact that in the 1954 report you said the annual benefits 
for fish and wildlife were $170,100 and in the reappraisal report, 
pai. them up today, including the new reservoir, they have the 
same value. 

Mr. Parmer. I think Mr. McBroom would be ready, willing, and 
able to enter the arena at this point and defend the benefits that have 
been developed by the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife. 

Mr. McBroom. Mr. Saylor, the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and 
Wildlife has made one investigation of this project and one only, 
and the figures that are before you as fish and wildlife benefits are 
based on the 1954 report. 

I have before the committee in response to request by Chairman 
Aspinall, a paper on the method of computing the fish and wildlife 
benefits for this project. If the committee wishes, I would like to dis- 
cuss that now. Is this an appropriate time? 

Mr. Rocers. If you want to go ahead with it, Mr. McBroom, you 
may go ahead. Do you have any question, Mr. Aspinall? 

Mr. Aspinaui. Later. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Haley? 

Mr. Hatey. I just want to hear about the fish and wildlife. 

Mr. Rogers. Everybody is agreed, I think, Mr. McBroom, that your 
time has come. 

Mr. McBroom. The Norman reservoir will have substantial values 
for fish and wildlife. Between a third and a fourth of the people 
of Oklahoma live within 50 miles of the reservoir site. There is a 
scarcity of fishing waters in this area. 

Norman, like other reservoir projects in the plains country, includ- 
ing those in North Dakota, South Dakota, Weltaake, Kansas, Okla- 
homa, and the Panhandle of Texas, would fulfill a strong demand 
for water-based recreation, centered mainly about increased fishing 
opportunities. The use of the fishing opportunities which would 
be provided, will add significantly to the economy of the community. 

Now, the paper that we have prepared in response to Mr. Aspinall’s 
request, you will notice, has at the back end some excerpts from a let- 
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ter written to Mr. Aspinall by Secretary of the Interior Seaton, dated 
November 9, 1959. If the committee does not have any objection, 
J would like to read the first paragraph from that excerpt as a 
background for discussing the method of computation of the benefits. 

Mr. Seaton says: 

My predecessors as Secretary since 1945 and I have approved the method 
used by the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife in evaluating fish and 
wildlife benefits by our approval and adoption of departmental reports con- 
taining estimates based on that method. In evaluating the many technical 
procedures used within this Department in analyzing the desirability of the 
various water resources projects we utilize the opinion of experts trained and 
experienced in the specialized fields involved. In the measurement of benefits 
for all functions of water-resource projects, reliance must be placed on determi- 
nations by these experts and specialists in the fields of irrigation, flood control, 
hydroelectric power, navigation, fish and wildlife, and all other purposes served 
by water-resource projects. In every case, the dollar benefits represent the 
exercise of judgment. Cost allocations are then, of course, computed on the 
pasis of the evaluated benefits. 

There are other excerpts from the letter which follow, which the 
committee may desire to incorporate in the record at this point, or 
I shall read them, if that is the committee’s desire. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. McBroom, as I understand it, I think this en- 
tire statement ought to go into the record at this point. I mean the 
document that you have furnished, including the statements in the 
letter. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Chairman, I would ask unanimous consent that 
the entire statement which has been presented to the committee by 
Mr. McBroom be included at this point in the record. 

Mr. Rogers. Let the Chair ask this question: These are excerpts 
from letters from Mr. Seaton to Mr. Aspinall? 

Mr. McBroom. From one letter, sir. 

Mr. Rocrers. From one letter? Would it be the desire of the 
committee that we have the entire letter in the record? The unani- 
mous consent request, does the gentleman from Pennsylvania care 
to amend it to include the entire letter referred to under date of 
November 9 to Hon. Wayne Aspinall, chairman of the House 
Interior Committee ? 

Mr. Sartor. I would be happy to amend my request to include 
the entire letter. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Is there an objection? 

The Chair hears none, and the request is so amended. 

Is there an objection to the inclusion of the material in the record ? 

The Chair hears none and it is so ordered. 

(Letter referred to follows:) 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., November 9, 1959. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mr. ASPINALL: We regret that our letter of September 2 appears not to 
have given the desired information regarding the user-expenditure approach to 
the estimation of benefits from fish and wildlife. 

My predecessors as Secretary since 1945 and I have approved the method used 
by the Bureau of Sport Fsheries and Wildlife in evaluating fish and wildlife 
benefits by our approval and adoption of departmental reports containing esti- 
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mates based on that method. In evaluating the many technical procedures useq 
within this Department in analyzing the desirability of the various water re 
sources projects we utilize the opinion of experts trained and expeirenced in 
the specialized fields involved. In the measursement of benefits for all functions 
of water resource projects, reliance must be placed on determinations by these 
experts and specialists in the fields of irrigation, flood control, hydroelectric 
power, navigation, fish and wildlife, and all other purposes served by water 
resource projects. In every case, the dollar benefits represent the exercise of 
judgment. Cost a'ocations are then, of course, computed on the basis of the 
evaluated benefits. 

We are constantly trying to improve our techniques of benefit evaluation 
for all purposes so that we may provide the Congress with the best possible data 
on this important aspect of water resources development. This is true of bene 
fit evaluations for irrigation and hydroelectric power as well as for fish and 
wildlife conservation. At the present time, for example, we are seeking to de 
velop better techniques for evaluating fish and wildlife benefits, in cooperation 
with other Federal members of the Interagency Committee on Water Resources, 
However, we believe that the user-expenditure approach provides as valid a 
basis as any for estimates at the present time, and we plan to continue using it 
until an improved procedure is developed. It is true, however, that the Bureau 
of the Budget has recently questioned the acceptability of this method of 
evaluating fish and wildlife benefits but has not suggested an alternative. 

We consider the values attributed to sport fishing and hunting to represent 
an approximation of the net value of these sports to the participants and, ag 
such, to be comparable to the net values assigned to other project functions. We 
believe that the primary value of sport fishing and hunting consists of the satis. 
factions received by the individual participants in these sports and, to a great 
extent, is intangible in nature. Since fishing and hunting privileges and 
products generally are not sold, the usual market prices are not available for 
determining this value. Therefore, any value assigned to fishing or hunting 
must of necessity be an extra-market estimate. 

Under the user-expenditure approach, we employ expenditures by fishermen 
and hunters for goods and services used in connection with these sports as a 
basis for assigning a monetary value to the satisfactions received by the par- 
ticipants. In effect, we are assuming that the public benefits from fishing and 
hunting represent an amount equal to the expenditures of the sportsmen 
participants. 

In connection with the mid-State reclamation project, annual sport-fishing 
benefits of $309,600 and wildlife benefits of $70,900 were assigned on the basis 
of the user-expenditure approach. The fishery benefits were based on a user- 
expenditure figure of $2.28 per day which is quite conservative when compared 
to an average expenditure by fishermen throughout the Nation of $4.21 per day 
in 1955. Moreover, the $2.28 figure falls clearly within the fees actually being 
charged for fishing privileges by private operators on private waters. The wild- 
life benefits were computed on the basis on an equally conservative unit value. 

The relatively high fishery benefits assigned to the mid-State project were 
not due to a high user-expenditure value but rather to the extremely heavy 
fisherman use of the project reservoirs expected in this area where alternative 
fishing opportunities are scarce. Lake Texhoma in Texas and Oklahoma repre- 
sents a situation of this type where the Corps of Engineers estimates total 
recreational use at over 7 million man-days annually. A sport-fishing catch at 
Texhoma of 3 million pounds a year suggests that fishing represents a substan- 
tial portion of this recreational use. The mid-State project reservoirs would 
help meet a comparable demand in eastern Nebraska where there presently are 
few good fishing waters. Consequently, the annual 136,000 fisherman-day use 
assigned to the mid-State reservoirs would appear to represent a reasonable 
expectation. 

The benefits to fish and wildlife on the mid-State project were, of course, 
utilized, together with all other benefits from the project, in arriving at the cost 
allocations. It is not possible for the benefits to fish and wildlife to be utilized 
by themselves in order to compute a cost allocation to that purpose. The essence 
of the cost-allocation procedure is to consider together all of the annual benefits 
to all purposes and to relate them appropriately to total capital project costs 
in order to derive cost allocations to each purpose. Consequently, it will be 
clear that there is nothing unique about the computation of the cost allocation 
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to fish and wildlife on the mid-State project ; it was made by precisely the same 
method as the allocations to irrigation and flood control. 
I trust that this will clarify the position of the Department on this matter. 


Sincerely yours, 
Frep. A. SEATON, 


Secretary of the Interior. 


Mr. McBroom. (1) The Fish and Wildlife Service has estimated 
the annual benefits to fish and wildlife from the Norman project, Okla- 
homa, at $190,100. This represents the estimated increase in expendi- 
tures by fishermen and hunters resulting from the increased fishing 
and hunting opportunities which the project would create. 

2) Estimated radius of the reservoir for fishing is estimated to 
be 50 to 80 miles. That is where most of the people would come 
from who would use the reservoir for fishing, with emphasis on 
population within 50 miles. el a 

3) The 1950 census shows one-third of State population within 
80 miles of the reservoir. 

(4) Major population centers in counties of influence increased 
from 381,193 in 1940 to 454,211 in 1950—a 19-percent gain. Within 
50 years, population is expected to double and fishing pressure based 
on license sale trends will more than double. 

(5) Additional fishing opportunities will be needed in this area by 
expanding population. 

(6) Fishing utilization records available at three different reser- 
yoirs all within the effective radius of the project reservoir. All are 
heavily used due to heavy population in the area and shortage of other 
natural or impounded bodies of waters. Utilization for 1953 was as 
follows: 

At Hefner Reservoir which is just to the northwest of Oklahoma 
City, the surface area in acres is 2,500. The fishermen-day use was 
93,641 for the year 1953, or an average of 37.4 per acre. A fisherman- 
day is defined as equivalent to use by one fisherman for all or part of 
iday. Overholser Reservoir, a little bit west of Oklahoma City, has 
a surface area of 1,700 acres with very heavy fisherman-day use that 
year of 183,341, or an average per acre of 107.8. Shawnee Reservoir 
which lies downstream from the Norman Reservoir, between it and 
the town of Shawnee, has a surface area of 1,300 acres, fisherman- 
day use of 10,000 for the year, with an average per acre of 7.7. It is 
noted here that these records are from the Oklahoma Fish and Game 
Commission, which employed a full-time fishery biologist for Lakes 
Hefner and Overholser, and from the city clerk of Shawnee and lake 
manager of Shawnee City Lake. 

(7) The maximum area of the Norman Reservoir would be 13,820 
acres; the area at normal pool elevation would be 7,400 acres. 

- invite your comparison between those acres and those in the table 
above. 

Mr. Saytor. One thing, Mr. McBroom; are the surface areas that 
are shown for the three reservoirs above their normal pool reservoirs ? 

Mr. McBroom. As far as I know, it is the average annual surface 
area, Mr. Saylor. 

(8) On Norman Reservoir, Oklahoma Fisheries Research Labora- 
tory estimated 100,000 fishermen days. The University of Oklahoma 
estimated 300,000 to 500,000 fishermen-day use. A projection for 
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Norman Reservoir based on surface acres and average use per acre 
from above table indicates 313,000 fisherman days. 

Mr. Hatey., Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. I do not quite understand this. The Oklahoma Fish. 
eries Research Laboratory estimated 100,000 fisherman days. Are 
you talking about the same location now ¢ 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir; we are talking about Norman Reservoir, 

Mr. Hatey. And University of Oklahoma estimated 300,000 to 500, 
000 fisherman days a year? 

Mr. McBroom. That is right. 

Mr. Hatrey. Are these in the same State and the same general] area? 
I mean there seems to be a wide difference of figures in here. 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir; they are both institutions in the State of 
Oklahoma, and there is no question about it that there is a wide 
variation. 

Mr. Hater. Somebody down there ought to try to get these fellows 
together. 

Mr. McBroom. That is what we have been trying to do, sir; we have 
been attempting to do this kind of thing for about 14 years now. 

Mr. Hater. One of them, I might say, is a research laboratory, 
where someone should be fired. I donot know which one. 

Mr. McBroom. Perhaps they are better in research on fish diseases 
than in estimating this type of item. 

Mr. Hatey. If that is what they are experts in, how come you give 
us this figure in the first place? Apparently, they do not know be- 
cause it goes from 100,000 fisherman days to as high as 500,000 fisher- 
man days in the other one. I do not know. 

Mr. McBroom. One of the things I am trying to demonstrate here, 
Mr. Haley, is that we have been pretty conservative in the answer 
we came out with. 

Mr. Rogers. You mean that you have been very conservative, if 
you accept these figures. In other words, you are taking the position 
that the 100,000 fisherman days is a very conservative figure and you 
start from that premise. 

Mr. McBroom. No, sir, our estimate, as you will see in the next 
paragraph, when I get to it, is 50,000 days. 

Mr. Rocers. But then you are reducing the range, are you not? 

Mr. McBroom. No, sir. First we reduced the 313,000 fisherman 
days, based upon a projection of the table above to 200,000 and then we 
further reduced that, as I will get to in No. 9, down to 50,000 on 
account of expected turbidity in the reservoir. 

Mr. Rocrers. What is turbidity ? 

Mr. McBroom. Turbidity means muddiness in the water which is 
harmful to fish life and fishing opportunities. 

In any event, the projection represents the current rate of use, 
present population, and the top of the water supply pool at the Nor- 
man Reservoir. In other words, we did not take into account expected 
expansion in population or fishing use by the population. 

On an average annual basis over the 50-year life of the project, 
taking into account increased populations and needs for additional 
fishing opportunities within a 50-mile radius, 200,000 fisherman days, 
not taking into account turbidity, was considered to be a conservative 
estimate. 
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Mr. Rocrrs. Right on that point, you said this was considered to be 
a conservative est imate. Now, who considered it to be a conservative 
estimate and why? , : 

Mr. McBroom. We considered it to be a conservative estimate be- 
cause the projection from data on the other reservoirs shows 313,000 
fsherman days; the projection represents only the current rate of use 
and present population. Therefore, we reduced the estimate by a 
third to begin with, and I believe that all of those factors taken to- 
gether, results in a pretty conservative estimate of 200,000 fisherman 
days. ae at 
Mr. Rocers. What you are saying is that your estimate in this case 
was conservative because it was based on some estimates you made in 
another case that you considered conservative. 

Mr. McBroom. The estimates were based on these other reservoirs 
which are in the same vicinity, the actual counts. 

Mr. Rocers. You made estimates on those other reservoirs, too? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes; except they were actual counts made by the 
people in charge of those reservoirs, 

Mr. Rocers. That was not a conservative estimate, then that was an 
actual count. 

Mr. McBroom. Yes; sir; for the year 1953. 

Mr. Rocers. All right. 

Mr. Hater. Let me get my fishes in the right pond. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Hater. There are three reservoirs in which you have stated you 
have your actual fisherman days. How close are they to this proposed 
Norman Dam? 

Mr. McBroom, I do not believe they appear on this map here, Mr. 
Haley. Hefner is just a little bit northwest of Oklahoma City. Very 
close, within about 10 miles, I should say. Overholser is due west of 
the city of Oklahoma City and Shawnee is west of the city of Shawnee, 
down there off the map to the right. They are all in this same general 
vicinity. 

Mr. Harry. Then we are going to bring in a lot more fishermen or 
these 286,000 are going to fish another day or two; is that right? 

Mr. McBroom. Well, sir, we expect there will be at least that much 
increased fishing demand. Our records show the license sales, for 
example, are increasing much faster than population and it has become 
quite evident that the people of the Nation are turning to water based 
recreation to an ever greater degree. 

Mr. Hatey. Did I notice in your statement here that you say the 
population increased from 1940 to 1950, 19 percent ? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harry. Yet in the general vicinity it just does not quite follow 
the reasoning here. You are either going to have a lot more people 
fishing or you are going to have these people fishing a lot more. Is 
that right ? 

Mr. McBroom. I think we will have both there, Mr. Haley. Not 
the same fishermen perhaps, but people who are not fishing now and 
are expected to do so in the future. Our records across the country 
show that—more and more people are turning to outdoor recreation, 
based on the availability of water. 

Mr. Hater. Of course, if you build a fishpond for them I do not 
blame them for going out and doing a lot more fishing. All right. 
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Mr. McBroom. 9. Norman Reservoir will be about 10 miles farther 
from Oklahoma City than the existing Lake Hefner and Lake Over. 
holser. It will have a high turbidity in its early years with resultant 
subnormal productivity. These factors were considered in reducin 
the 200,000 estimate to 50,000 fishermen days annually during the 
50-year period. 

In other words, we have taken a projected figure of 313,000 ang 
reduced it to 200,000, and then reduced it to 50,000; 50,000 is the 
basis for estimate of fishery benefits. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Now, Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman from Penn. 
sylvania will yield. 

Mr. Sartor. I will be happy to yield. 

Mr. AsprnaLt. How do you arrive at the computation because of 
the turbidity of the water? What has been your experience that 
would lead you to believe that fish culture in this new reservoir would 
not be as rapid and perhaps it would not stay at the resource propa- 
gation ratio as it has been in these other places? What surrounding 
area situations do you depend on for your conclusion ? 

Mr. McBroom. Our information is that there is quite a good deal 
of erosion on the watershed above this reservoir and there will be 
turbid conditions, at least during the early years of the reservoir’s 
life. I believe the soil-conservation people and others are makin 
good progress toward remedying that condition, so the water will be 
cleared up. But we felt, to be conservative, again, that the fisherman 
days should be discounted because of that factor. 

Mr. Asprnatu. What kind of fish do you expect to have in this 
reservoir ? 

Mr. McBroom. Well, sir, we expect it will have to be stocked by 
the Oklahoma Game and Fish Department, and we expect that they 
will stock bass and crappie. 

Mr. AspINnaLL. Would they not stock any catfish ? 

Mr. McBroom. They may. There is channel catfish in the Little 
River at the moment. It may be there will be catfish stocked there. 

Mr. Asprnatu. They will be there whether or not the sedimentation 
comes into the reservoir? 

Mr. McBroom. That is right, but the production of aquatic food in 
the reservoir will be hampered by the turbidity. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Food will wash with the soil. 

Mr. McBroom. To a certain extent, that is right, sir, but there 


needs to be penetration of light in order to provide for good fishing 
conditions. 


Mr. Asrprnati. All right. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Rocers. You do not need to stock catfish and carp. They are 
pretty good at getting into these reservoirs. 

Mr. McBroom. That is right. 

Mr. Rocers. You will have to unstock them. They get into lakes 
out in that country. You may proceed. 

Mr. McBroom. 10. Records from the three existing reservoirs indi- 
cate that $3.80 is a reasonable estimate of the expected expenditure per 
fisherman day at Norman Reservoir. 

11. Estimated expenditures at the three existing reservoirs noted 
above together with those for Norman are shown in the table below: 
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Daily fishing costs 
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»'49) Fifty thousand fisherman days, at $3.80 per day, amiount. to 
$190,000 for Norman Reservoir. A $1,000 loss for inundated Little 
River fishery, which would be flooded out, making a*net fishery 
benefit of $189,000. yh 

vq: Net wildlife benefits were computed as follows: 


Annual wildlife values 
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"Phere is some big game in the form of white-tailed deer that we 
do not expect the project to have any effect on. The upland game 
habjtat, mostly quail, will be reduced. We assign a loss of $3,100. 
‘Fir animals a slight gain of $100, and a rather major gain to water- 
fowl, where it is of no value now, we expect a value of 34,100. ‘This 
wives us a net value of $1,100 as wildlife benefits. When added to 
the fishery benefits, we get our fish and wildlife benefit of $190,100. 
‘Mr! Rogers. Where do you get the $400 figure? 

Mr. McBroom. $400 is an estimate by our people who have examined 
this project as the value of the sportsmen’s expenditure for hunting 
big game in that area. In other words, the big game,’mostly white- 
‘tdiled deer, in the area of project influence, the sportsmen spend, for 
‘hunting those deer, about $400. ~ 

Mr. Rocers. What do you mean expenditures? Do you mean’ that 
ts the amount, of money hunters spend out there annually? 

Mr. McBroom. On the average, that is right. 

Mr. Rogers. On the average to buy their lunch and ammunition and 
everything? 

‘’ Mr.. McBroom. Yes, sir, and their trip out there and the like. And 
‘the same goes with the rest of these. 

Now waterfowl is a very difficult species to try to evaluate in this 
matter because they are migratory and they will be in Oklahoma this 
week and down in Texas, or along the Texas coast the next week, and 
2 weeks before they might be up in Dakota. In any event, we have at- 
terhpted to assign, again based on sportsmen expenditure, this figure 
‘for the time that the ducks would utilize this reservoir. 

' 338364—60—-7 
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Waterfowl values in a production area do not lend themselves tog 
well to the sportsmen expenditure method, such as up in North 
Dakota. Ducks are raised in North Dakota, and harvested, perhaps, 
in Oklahoma or in Texas. But, we believe that this figure. that we 
have assigned to waterfowl again is conservative and, as you will 
we have netted all of these figures trying to make our assumptions 
conservative all the way along. 

Mr. AsPINna_L. It is true, is it not, Mr. McBroom, if we count this 
$4,100 in this particular place, we will take it off at some other place 
where we have benefits? 

Mr. McBroom. It is certainly conceivable, Mr. Aspinall, that the 
additional waterfowl! habitat at Norman would permit the expaaision 
of the waterfowl population by that much. 

Mr. Sartor. Do you expect any breeding in this area? 

Mr. McBroom. No, sir. This will serve as a resting and feeding 
area during the annual migration. 

Mr. SayLor. Would that not be the only way in which you could 
expand the waterfowl population ? 

{r. McBroom. Yes, breeding is the only way you can expand the 
waterfowl population, but by providing additional resting and feed- 
ing habitat throughout the migration routes a greater breeding popu- 
lation can be supported. 

Mr. Rogers. If the gentleman will yield there-—— 

Mr. Saruor. Yes. 

Mr. Rocers. What you are actually saying is, is it not Mr, 
McBroom, that this lake would provide a landing place for those 
waterfowl and a great deal more would come in there? 

Mr. McBroom. That is right. 

Mr. Rogers. That heretofore may have flown over, or may have 
occupied smaller lakes in the area? 

Mr. McBroom. That is right. It certainly will increase. Also, 
the lake will help in supporting a larger waterfowl population. 
Areas such as this throughout the flyway are needed to permit the 
waterfowl population to increase. 

Mr. Hater. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Sartor. Yes. 

Mr. Hater. I am just wondering, Mr. McBroom, are we totaling up 
these waterfowl every place they. happen to drop in a filling station, 
or to get a worm ortwo? How are you going to quite put the value 
or something that is moving like this? It seems to me that in order 
“4 put a worth on this, you must have some breeding there of water- 

owl. 

Mr. McBroom. We have utilized what is called the duck-day 
method of approaching evaluation in this matter, and I am going to 
ask Mr. White to discuss that fora moment. As I say, it is a difficult 
concept to try to work out, and this is the best we have come up with. 

Mr. Wnuire. I might describe that briefly, Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Rocers. Go ahead, Mr. White. 

Mr. Wuire. Mr. Haley, under this duck-day evaluation which Mr. 
McBroom mentioned, we start with a value assigned to each day of 
waterfowl hunting and on the basis of the average number of ducks 
shot per hunter day, we assign a value to each duck killed. We know 
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that these ducks have to have a variety of habitat throughout their 
entire flyway. We also know about what percentage of the water- 
fowl population is harvested each year. ‘Lhen we assume that the 
ducks will have to spend some period of time in each part of the 
flyway, part of it in resting and feeding areas such as this and part 
ob it on production areas and part of it in the wintering areas. So we 
divide that value up among each day. We divide it by 365 and come 
out with some s fraction of a dollar per day. ‘hen, we apply 
that to however many days these waterfowl stay in these particular 
and: come up with the values we can assign to a certain par- 
ficular area. ; ; 

But the waterfowl have to havea variety of habitat ; they cannot just 
subsist on the. production habitat alone. They have to have it scat- 
tered throughout the entire flyway. That is the problem. 

Mr, Hater. You are placing the value of these waterfowl on the 
amount of money you might say it will bring to this general area, 
Js that substantially correct ? 

Mr. Wurre. In this particular case it would not necessarily be 
money that was brought to this particular area, except the money 
that was spent for hunting there. 

Mr. Hauer. I mean as a general rule, suppose there were several 
other lakes there above Oklahoma City. Actually, what you are doing 
is merely saying that the net worth you are going to get down here 
you will have to take away from Oklahoma City, anyway, would you 
not ? 

Mr. Wurre. Not necessarily. 

Mr. Hatey. You are not going to breed any more fowl. There are 
just so many ducks there. 

Mr. Wuire. We believe that by providing additional habitat of 
various types we can breed additional ducks. We cannot breed addi- 
tional ducks without having this type of area for them to rest at dur- 
ing their migration. So we believe we can increase the total popula- 
tion of waterfowl by providing more of the various types of habitat 
throughout the flyway. 

Mr. Harry. I thought you did not anticipate any breeding ground 
h 


ere. 
Mr. Wurre. No, that is true, but this is still one type of habitat 
waterfowl must have. They need this combination, this package. 

Mr. Hatry. In other words, it is about like an airplane—you have 
to have an airfield to set down on. 

Mr. Wurre. Yes, sir, that is about right. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. As I understand it, you feel that there will be an 
expenditure of about $4,100 in this surrounding area of the reservoir 
for waterfowl per year. That means about 60 duck hunting days or 
waterfowl days a year. Is that not about the average now? 

Mr. Wuire. You mean the length of the season, sir? 

Mr. AspInaL. Yes. 

Mr. Wuire. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AspInaLL. That is what I thought. If we divide the $4,100 
by 60-we find an expenditure of $68 per day. I have done a little bit 
of hunting before I came to Congress, and I have never gotten out for 
less than $5 or $8 per day. 
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In other words,-what-your figure on this lake-is, there will be.ay 
average of not over-10 or 12 people hunting ducks here. ; 

Mr. Write. Mr: Aspinall, I do not believe we are saying that the 
waterfow! hunting would all take: place here on Norman Reservoir 
But if it did; we figure an. average expenditure of about $4.50 pet 
hunter day for waterfowl hunting. So this- would represent: abou 
100 man-days of hunting. 
. Mr. Asprnauy. I think you have been very: conservative onthig 
When you get through with this, I want to go back to your ‘other 
formula. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Sartor. I have a much better and much easier solution than 
that. - Just have them buy $2 meals.and you do not have to wor 
about whether they are going to get in: trouble by falling out of their 
boat because of the turbulent water, or because of anything that might 
cause any state of imbalance... But if you did that, you just’ caused 
them to spend $6 a day for food you could increase the costs then 
to instead of $3.80 a day you would have $6 a day and you capitalize 
that at $1,250,000 a year and then you take that over a 50-year period, 
and we could write this whole thing off and charge it up to fish and 
wildlife merely by a $2 meal. I think they had better get down there 
and try to decide which system they are going to use. Because if 
we have changed signals down there in the Reclamation Department, 
maybe they had better get together. 

Mr. AspInaLu. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Saytor. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnaui. As I understand my colleague, the point he is get- 
ting to is that very few of us hunt ducks any more by just having 
one cheese sandwich on brown bread every day. . Is that right? 

Mr. Saywor. That is the general idea. I have done considerable 
duck ‘hunting and, frankly, I have never eaten a cheese sandwich in 
any blind.I have been in. 

Mr. Rocers. If the gentleman will yield, whv did you not eat ducks? 

Mr. Sartor. After the first day, I usually did. 

Mr. Hater. The gentleman now is bragging. 

Mr. Sartor. If I do not, nobody else is going to brag on me in the 
situation. 

Mr. Chairman, I.would ask unanimous consent that the comparison 
of. reservoir cost allocation, the separable cost and remaining benefit 
method, which have been prepared to show the difference between 
House Document 420 of 1954 and the report to this committee in 1958 
and its reappraisal as of the current date be placed in the record 
preceding the discussion of this matter. 

Mr. Rocers. Is there an objection ? 

The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

(Document referred to appears on p. 84.) 

Mr. Asprnatu. If the gentleman will yield, Mr. Chairman, Mr. 
McBroom, getting off the facetious side for a few minutes, just what 
experience have you had in arriving at the chart you give here for 
the. daily fishing cost which is an average of $3.80 a day in this case? 
As I understand it, those are the costs which, by use of some formula, 
you have determined that that is the amount that is to be spent in this 
area which otherwise would not be spent in the area; is that right? 
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Mr. McBroom. That is right, sir. We have taken out the present 
expenditures that the fishermen now using the Little River are mak- 
ing. We have already taken that out before we got to the fisherman 
days. So, this $3.80 would definitely represent increased expendi- 
tures in the community because of the construction of the project. 

Mr. AsprnaLt. Now, you would not sit before this committee and 
say that the average fisherman does not spend more than $3.80 a day. 

Mr. McBroom. I spend more than that myself. That is not al- 
ways the case. Down there, according to these records, this is about 
what they spend on the average for fishing down there. That in- 
eludes everything from the one-gallus fisherman to the fellow that 
buys out he Uf the sporting goods store when he goes fishing. 

Mr. Asprnaui. If the man is going to tr: avel a hundred miles, 50 
miles to this recreation center and 50 miles home, that would take at 
least 5 gallons of gas, and he would have to have a foreign car to get 
by as suggested by you. You have down here only $1.60. I am just 
trying to ; vet the thinking back of it. 

a, McBroom. Well, sir, 1 believe you can still buy 5 gallons of 
gas for about $1.60. 

Mr. AspInALL. You are not going to take off anything for de- 
prec iation of the car, anything for rubber, or oil 2 

Mr. McBroom. No, sir, we have tried to be conservative here 
This is the new wealth in the form of expenditures that can be ex- 
pected from fishing use of the reservoir. 

Mr. Asprnauu. And the 50 cents for food that is food in addition to 
what he would eat if he did not go fishing, is that right ? 

Mr. McBroom. That is right. Along this line, we made a national 
survey of hunting and fishing in 1955, Mr. Aspinall, and tried to find 
out how many people go hunting and fishing and what they spend. 
Incidentally, the cost of this survey did not come out of the Federal 
budget, Mr. Haley; this was strictly paid for by excise taxes, ear- 
marked for allocation to the St: ites, and they asked us to make this 
survey and we did it. 

We went to the Department of Agriculture and got from them 
figures as to how much it would cost to eat at home and we deducted 
that from our results on what people spent for food while they were 
on fishing or hunting trips. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Is this supposed to take care of candy bars? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir; as far as we know, this is it. I suppose 
there are people that live nearby, a lot of them, who will go fishing 
on an area like this and maybe spend 2 or 3 hours fishing and never 
eat a thing, never spend anything. Others will take along a pretty 
good sized food outlay. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I suppose some other people take their own bait, 
as far as that is concerned. 

Mr. McBroom. That is right. I want to reemphasize that we have 
attempted to be as conservative as possible on this. 

Mr. Aspinatu. Let me ask you this question: Is it your position 
that if we did not have this Norman Reservoir in order to furnish 
the recreation which it will furnish, that we would not have this 
value of $3.80 to be found anyplace? 

Mr. McBroom. Let me put it this way, Mr. Aspinall: I-do not be- 
lieve there would be as many people from the area to go fishing as 
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there would be if the project were built, because it would be too ex. 
pensive. The fishing centers to which they could get, without over. 
crowding, would be a good deal more expensive. They probably just 
would not go fishing. This means they would not spend the money 
for the boats, they would not spend the money for their fishing equip. 
ment and the other expenditures that go along with it. 

Mr. AsPIna.L. It does not represent entirely new wealth, does it? 

Mr. McBroom. No, sir. It represents the same kind of an industry 
that the recreational industry as a whole represents, I would gay. 

If I might comment a minute on that general subject, Mr. Chair. 
man, I was interested to notice in Life magazine, in the issue of De- 
cember 28, 1959, that there is a total now of something like $40 billion, 
or more than 8 percent of all of our gross national product, spent on 
leisure time activities. I believe I have already commented that 
fishing and hunting, according to our own survey, was a $3 billion 
industry in 1955. And, Mr. Haley, you might have seen that article 
which stated that the Florida deep-sea fishing industry, supported 
mainly by sportsmen, is almost as big as the cattle and citrus industry 
combined. 

Mr. Hatey. Say that again. 

Mr. McBroom. I am not going to vouch for this statement, Mr, 
Haley, I am just going to say it was in Life magazine. 

Mr. Hatey. I just want to hear those figures again, because I come 
from a great citrus-producing belt. Let use hear those figures again. 

Mr. McBroom. It said the deep-sea fishing industry of Florida is 
almost as big as is the cattle industry and citrus industry of Florida 
combined, and that the deep-sea fishing industry was supported 
mainly by sportsmen. 

Mr. Hatey. I would have to disagree very heartily with those 
figures and I think you would only have to write down to Tallahassee 
and get some figures down there, and you would really see that 
that is ag we out of line. 

Because Florida’s cattle now is about its fourth biggest income 
producer, and citrus is about the second. Of course, the tourist in- 
dustry is first. I think that the income all over, as far as Florida is 
concerned, from sport activity runs about 5 or 6. I have the figures 
somewhere in my office now. For instance, the citrus industry today 
is producing approximately 500 million a year. 

Mr. Rocers. The hour is getting late and we had better stay in 
Oklahoma to get this finished. 

Are you through, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Asptnatu. I am through with the exception of this thought: 
In arriving at this formula, Mr. McBroom has said it is not new 
wealth and of course it is not new wealth. More than likely this 
money would be spent in some other place or some other enjoyment if 
it were not spent here. But I suppose the argument will also be used, 
if the money was not spent to catch the water it would more than 
likely go on down and be used some place else, too, later on. On the 
other hand, if the money is not spent in this area to catch the water it 
might go on down and cause tremendous damage also. We do not 
have the comparison of these values that we have with the flood values 
or municipal values. 
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J just am not quite able to understand how you can come up with 
any kind of a formula, and I think the Secretary has made it very 
plain that you really do not have a formula, you just base this upon 
judgment, which is not infallible, to arrive at your $3.80. 

Mr. McBroom. That is right. I believe if I may, Mr, Aspinall, 
the Secretary has also made the point that all other evaluations of 
benefits made in water resources planning, including irrigation and 

wer and flood control, are also based on someone’s judgment. 

Mr. AspINALL. That may be so, but you take in irrigation, we can 
pretty well arrive at the enhanced value of the crops, the enhanced 
value of the land itself by comparison of the two. 

The same thing is true with the power program. If we produce 

wer We produce new energy which we otherwise would not produce. 

But I do not know enough about it to really rationally refute these 

pures. That is all. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. McBroom, there is one question that has been 
troubling me. These figures are all taken from the expenditures that 
will be made in that particular area where this lake is. 

Mr. McBroom. Yes. 

Mr. Rocers. How do you justify creating this new wealth and 
providing for those people in that area a definite subsidy, no matter 
how you look at it, yet making nonreimbursable an equal amount of 
money to the Federal Government ¢ 

Mr, McBroom. Sir, the nonreimbursability of this allocation is in 
accordance with law. 

Mr. Rocers. I know, but I am not talking about that. I am talk- 
ing about how you justify it. In other words, if it is a law there is 
a justification for the law and I would like to know the Department’s 
idea about it. 

Mr. McBroom. Well, sir, to begin with, I do not believe that the 
Department would ever recommend a project of this nature to be 
constructed strictly for fish and wildlife purposes. 

Mr. Rogers. I am not talking about that now, Mr. McBroom. We 
have got a situation here where, by your own testimony, you are 
creating something over $2 million in new wealth, are you not? Is 
that not the amount that is nonreimbursable for fish and wildlife, 
$2 million ? 

Mr. McBroom. That is the project allocation. 

Mr. Rocers. You reached that allocation by the table that you 
have used here, the amount of money that will be spent, which you 
say you are very conservative on, but that is up to $2 million. Now, 
that is additional business that will be provided in this area that they 
are not doirg now. In other words, the business people there are 
going to make a profit off the sale of goods and merchandise that you 

ave used as the basis of your computation. They not only get the 
benefit of this additional profit they are going to make on it but they 
do not even have to pay back the money that created the situation 
that brought about their ability to make this additional profit. 

That is the thing I would like to see justified and it never has been 
tome, There may be a good justification for it but I just have not 
understood it. 
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Mr. McBroom. Let me say this, Mr. Chairman: As far as the Fish 
and Wildlife Service is concerned, we have computed the benefit'we 
have discussed here with you today and that is as far as we go 

; cla) e go. 

Then the Bureau of Reclamation takes this benefit together with all 
the other benefits that have been computed and relates them to the 
cost to arrive at the allocation. 

Mr. Rocerrs. I do not want to get off on that or we will be back 
into Florida in a minute. 

Mr. Harry. Will the gentleman yield. 

Mr. Rocers. I am for Florida. 

Mr. Harry. Getting back to the fish for a few minutes, we have 
streams down there so full of fish when one gets on top he gets sun- 
burned before he gets to the bottom. So we do not have to have 
any more fish. 

Mr. Rocers. The thing about it is this. What was the formula 
that you used before vou changed over to this one? 

Mr. McBroom. This is the formula that we have used since we 
began this work. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. Why is it that there has been such a complete—T do 
rot know what word to use, but there has been better than a missile 
going off up in the air. It has jumped from 300,000 in some instances 
to above 2 million and by use of the formula, as you are now applying 
it, it has jumped in one particular case from 8 million, I believe, 
to some 11 million. 

Have you had a different application of the formula or what 
happened ? 

Mr. McBreom. No, sir. As I indicated to begin with, these projects 
that are in the Great Plains that are coming to the attention of this 
committee now, have great demand there for water-based recreation 
including fishing and hunting and the fish and wildlife benefits are 
relatively large in comparison to the other benefits, 

Now, we were talking about a project this morning in Idaho where 
there are no benefits and no allocation of joint costs to fish and wild- 
life at all. 

Mr. Rocerrs. Is that because no one can get up to the lake? 

Mr. McBroom. No, sir. It is just the fact there you would not 
improve the situation over what it is now. But in this case, you will 
improve it substantially for fishing and hunting over what prevails 
now. 

_ Mr. Rocers. In other words, you improve it for fishing and hunt- 
ing and it will be a great benefit for all the people out there? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes. 

Mr. Rocers. And the amount of that benefit you are going to hand 
them in cash plus the benefits. That is the thing I cannot get through 
my head because I understood that in the very first instance the whole 
theory of the fish and wildlife plus the recreation facilities was a 
contribution that these projects were making to the Nation as a whole 
in providing the recreational facilities and in providing additional 
fish and wildlife. 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. We think this will be of general public 
benefit for the fish and wildlife in the same way the facilities ad- 
ministered by the Fish and Wildlife Service are. Our fish hatchery 
system, for example, is a widespread system with somewhat more 
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than 100 units. Those are Federal installations. ‘The fish from those 
hatcheries are not sold, they are stocked in public waters and other 
places. 1-H , 

Mr. Rogers. Do you not think, though, that in view of the situa- 
ton as it stands in projects where you have got a situation of pri- 
marily reimbursability, such as power projects or municipal water, 
do.you not think it would be more in keeping with sound business 
principles to require reimbursement for the fish and wildlife benefits 
(iat are made possible for these communities and areas even if you 
had to take them on at the tail end of your payout period? 

Mr. McBroom. Well, sir, certainly that is true from a purely 
business standpoint. If I were putting my money into a reservoir 
like this as a private citizen and people wanted to come and fish on 
it, 1 would ask them to pay if they wanted to fish on it. But the 
Government, through the years, has-built up a system of free public 
gecess to Federal waters. 

This is one of the bulwarks, for example, of the Flood Control 
Act of 1944 reenacted several times, the last time in 1954. 

It spells out that the public must have free access without charge 
0 waters of Federal reservoirs. 

Mr, Rocers. Which is another benefit. They do not have to pay 
anything for that. All of the money they spend here is going to 
merchants and people around here. They are the ones going to 
benefit from this whole thing plus the fellows fishing there. 

Mr. Parmer. May I add an observation or two, that may be 
helpful ¢ 
“Mr. Rocers. Mr. Palmer. 

Mr. Patmer. The question you raise is’a valid one and one that 
we in Reclamation have been spending much time considering. ‘The 
question of extending a payout period for an additional period of 
time to recoup costs allocated to recreation or to fish and wildlife 
falls primarily of its own weight because the very people you are 
going to ask to be paying for these nonreimbursables may not be 
the people that are the direct beneficiaries thereof. 

On the map, Oklahoma City, which is the largest city in the 
entire area, is completely outside of the area that will obligate itself 
to repay. Therefore, if you say Norman and Midwest City and 
Del City have to pay the cost allocated to fish and wildlife, then 
Oklahoma City, where the largest percentage of the merchants and 
% forth are that sell the fishing tackle, come home free on the 
allocation. 

Mr. Rocrers. Well, Oklahoma City is going to use this water, as I 
understand it, and are going to have to pay for that water, are they 
not 4 

Mr. Parmer. Only during the buildup period, the 15-year period. 
They assume no fixed obligation. They are not one of the signatories 
to the repayment contract. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Do you not anticipiate, though, and is not the testimony 
in this record to the effect that Oklahoma City is going to grow and 
is going to need this water ? 

Mr. Parmer. Oklahoma City will require this water until they 
get enough population pressure to justify the construction of their 
own conduit. This is what we believe. 
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Back to this question of reimbursability on these items. The man 
who makes the motorboat engine in Kenosha, Wis., may be a direct 
beneficiary of this water recreational facility here. The only wa 
he contributes to the cost of this facility is through the income ti 
process. 

Similarly, the man who makes the boats may be from Mr. Haley’s 
State or may be from somewhere else, or the man who makes the 
ammunition used in hunting the ducks. 

In terms of the total Federal Treasury, you trace more direct] 
for reimbursement purposes to the people who directly benefit from 
this sort of thing through the income tax device than by any other 
way. 

Mr. Rocers. But you can turn that around, though, Mr. Palmer. 
You have got a fellow paying taxes to support this that is fishing in 
the ocean and he never gets near this place at all. If you are goin 
to talk about these motorboat builders in Wisconsin, that are going to 
profit by this thing, which he is, you are charging the whole thing to 
the taxpayers to the tune of $2 million. 

I believe in fish and wildlife and recreation, and I think we ought 
to devote a lot more attention to it because I think people want it 
and I think they need it, but I think we ought to get realistic about it 
because if we do not we are going to run up against a block that 
will stop us altogether. 

Mr. Hatey. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Hater. How, for instance, is the coal miner up in Mr. Saylor’s 
State going to benefit by this project? He is paying for part of it. 
How is he going to benefit ? 

Mr. Patmer. Mr. Haley, I was simply trying to generalize on a 
theme, if you will. But anyone who produces goods and services in 
this great country of ours that may have any bearing either during 
the construction or at another time, in theory at least, benefits in 
part by that construction. 

For example, tracing it back to Mr. Saylor, it may be that the coal 
that was mined in Mr. Saylor’s district helped produce some of the 
steel that went into some of the big machines that will move the dirt 
that will help them place that embankment. It is not a direct rela- 
ionship, it is very, very remote. But the point I was trying to make 
is that it is pretty difficult, going to the map again, it is pretty difficult 
to the Bureau of Reclamation, we are the ones that will have to work 
up the repayment contracts, to obligate the master conservancy dis- 
trict for the payment of benefits that accrue not exclusively to this 
area but accrue to this big entity here and the other cities in Oklahoma 
and other people who travel em east to west across the Nation as 
well. 

Mr. Hatey. These benefits you have here on this chart, on page 34 
of the document, Mr. McBroom submitted to us, are the direct benefits 
accruing to that particular area. Is that correct? 

Mr. McBroom. That is correct. 

Mr. Hater. That is what you based this $2,241,000 on ? 

Mr. Patmer. These are the benefits that are measured at site. 

Mr. Hatey. How is that? 
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Mr. Paumer. These are the benefits that are measured at the site of 
the Norman Reservoir. 

- But the people who are the direct beneficiaries thereof may not 
reside in Norman and Midwest City or Del City. That is the rela- 
tionship I was trying to draw. 

Mr thisens There is one way to recover this kind of cost and 
that would be to charge admission for people to get on that reservoir 
to fish. As I say, the Congress has established and rewritten it sev- 
eral times, the concept of free public access to Federal reservoirs. 

Mr. Asprnatu. If the gentleman from Pennsylvania will yield to 
me. That isnot theonly way. The statement was made here a while 
ago that the law says the fish and wildlife benefits shall be allocated 
on a nonreimbursable basis. Of course, that is not what the law 
states. ‘The law states that the Secretary— 
shall make findings on the part of the estimated cost of the project which can 
roperly be allocated to means and measures to prevent loss of and damage to 
wildlife resources, which costs shall not be reimbursable, and an appropriate 
share of the project costs may be allocated to development and improvement of 
wildlife resources, with a finding as to the part of such allocated costs, if any, 
to be reimbursed by non-Federal fish and wildlife agencies or interests. 

In this particular project as well as in Midstate project, the De- 
partment has seen fit for the Secretary to recommend that the total 
costs allocated to fish and wildlife be nonreimbursable. I suppose that 
one reason the Secretary has seen fit to do this is that he thought he 
had'to bring in this part of the allocation formula in order to make 
the project feasible. Perhaps not. But that has been the appearance 
of part of it to me. If Congress saw fit to change this amount for 
any reason or other, Congress I think under the law has the right to 
do that. But Congress finds itself in this position: If we do that 
we may destroy the feasibility of the project. And, as a rule, we 
do not have the engineering services that permit us to make the close 
study that is necessary to know what the equities are in such instances. 

I do not know just what the record would show so far as the rec- 
ommendation of the Secretaries during the last 20 years since 1939 
when the amendment was placed in the law. I do not know what 
the Secretaries’ recommendations have been throughout the years, 
whether or not they have gone up to the full amount practically all 
the time or whether they have taken the approach that is taken in 
this instance, figuring under separable remaining cost benefits and 
then give the full allocation. But Congress does have some responsi- 
bility and not only on passing upon whether or not it is in accordance 
with what we consider to be right but also whether or not we could 
see fit to ask for further repayment of these amounts from some other 
agency. 

Mr. Hater. Mr. Saylor has the time. 

Mr. Sartor. I would just like to make this observation, Mr. Chair- 
man: One of the things that disturbs me not only with regard to this 
project but all of the projects we keep getting before this committee 
is the Bureau never comes up here, the Interior Department never 
comes up here with a project that has any elasticity init atall. They 
come up with a project where they have already divided the pie and 
Wwe have got to take it or leave it. We cannot determine whether or 
not there is a proper allocation to flood control or whether or not 
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within the limits of fish and wildlife, which is nonreimbursable, there 
should be a certain amount. 

These are all matters of judgment and the judgment never rests 
with the Members of Congress. The Judgment occurs downtown and 
they turn that high- priced Bureau loose in each locality with the 
printing presses to make sure they try to bring in not only their own 
Congressman but also the other State congressmen and everybody else 
in the district to make sure they sell these projects and there will 
never be any doubt about. it, there will never be anybody out of work 
down there, and they will keep having bigger and bigger projects, 

Now I will yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. Hater. I am through. Thank you. 

Mr. McBroom. May | comment briefly on Mr. Aspinall’s statement, 
Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Roaers. Yes. 

Mr. McBroom. The excerpt that he read from the Coordination Act 
was added in 1958. ‘The Coordination Act as passed by the Congress 
in 1946 had no provision for reimbursement by non-F ‘ederal fish. and 
wildlife interests. The proviso there was that they would not be 
reimbursable. 

Of course, all the planning on this project was done prior to the 1958 
amendment. That is not to say we should not be up here with a plan 
based on current law. But, as it is, the only non-Federal fish and 
wildlife agency that could pay part ‘of this $2 million would be the 
Oklahoma Game and Fish Department. I doubt whether they could 
possibly do that. For one thing, they w il be up against quite a little 
expenditure in the stocking and managing of this reservoir. 

Mr. Rocers. Let me ask this question, Mr. McBroom. That is the 
very point Mr. Saylor was making. 

You say there is not anybody else to pay this. There is someone else 
to pay it—the water users in rates. In other words, this structure is 
set up to where the rates are fixed at the payout period provided by 
law. 

We have got another situation here where they may have to be some 
changes in rates in order to meet that because, apparently, there has 
been some kind of a miscalculation. But if the water rates were in- 
creased, I would say, a cent a thousand gallons would seem to me to 
absorb the additional cost. 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, but I believe Mr. Palmer has made the point 
that these benefits to fish and wildlife, if they are valid as we believe 
they are, should not be paid for at the expense of the water users who 
are not the same ones who enjoy the fish and wildlife benefits. 

Mr. Sartor. But those same water users have no objection to having 
Fish and Wildlife stepping up and picking up part of the tab to pay 
their water bill. 

Mr. McBroom. That is right. 

Mr. Saytor. In other words, it is just a one-way street. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Pacmer. Mr. Chairman, before we adjourn, Mr. Saylor earlier 
this afternoon asked for a breakdown, a comparison of costs in thé 
1954 and 1958 report by feature. I would like to supply that for the 
record now. 
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Mr. Rocers. Without objection, it will be received and entered into 


the record. 
(The document follows :) 


Comparison of construction and investment costs given on p. 21 of House Docu- 
ment 420, 85th Cong., 2d 8ess., with those given in letter of Aug. 11, 1959, from 
the Department of the Interior to the chairman of the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. The tabulation is arranged to show comparison of 
similar features 

{In thousands] 














| 


| H. Doc. 420 Letter of August 11, 1959 
Features ac | we “a 
Construction; Investment |Construction| Investment 
cost cost ! cost cost ! 
chine teantiaiaedataaaiee ee = ‘ 

jam and reservoir... -.-------------- ---2------ $8, 056 $8, 325 | $11, 511 $11, 979. 0 
ache NG eectmnsedeaannencs omc 685 694 | 843 876. 6 
Norman pipeline.-..-...---- ibaa aillaniainieniem ~----| 1, 464 | 1, 485 1, 795 1, 830. 2 
OEE 83 . 84 102 104. 6 
Midwest City pipeline__-...-.--.------- el 3, 524 3, 590 4, 320 4, 412. 5 
Relift pumping plant - ---..---- en ansencens- | 27 | 129 | 156 160. 1 
Recreational facilities, minimum basic. --.--...-- ew __ 307 | oo 307 ee ___315.0 
Total. ......-----------0+-----200---2--+- 14, 246 | 14,614 | 19, 042 19, 678. 0 





1 Construction cost plus interest during construction, 


Mr. Rocers. If there is no further business to come before the 
subcommittee at this time, we will stand adjourned. 
(Whereupon, at 4:30 p.m., the committee adjourned.) 


x 





